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Editorial 


Our last issue of Spartacist, which represented a major 
turn for our tendency, was dedicated to the world situa- 
tion and laying out how the decline of U.S. hegemony is 
the overarching characteristic of our era. Going through the 
history of the post-Soviet period up to the 2020s, we posed 
the great question of our time: Will the decline of the U.S. 
order occur through a spiral of wars, political reaction and 
ethnic strife, as we have seen so far, or will the working 
class be able to seize this opportunity to strengthen its posi- 
tion and open once more the possibility of establishing a 
socialist order? As we explained, the latter course depends 
entirely on the quality and capacity of the leadership of 
the working class, which everywhere is led by liberals and 
bureaucrats who have overseen one defeat after the other. 
Thus, the task of socialists is to forge a new, revolutionary 
leadership by fighting for a rupture with the defenders of 
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the U.S.-led world order and its conciliators in the workers 
movement. 

The events of the last year and a half have only made 
this struggle more urgent. However, the conditions for bat- 
tle are becoming more difficult. The wave of strikes and 
social struggles that followed the initial shocks of the pan- 
demic and the Ukraine war have receded. As for the pro- 
Palestinian movement, it is now losing momentum, mired in 
impotent liberalism and Islamic nationalism. Despite bursts 
here and there, nowhere has the working class been able to 
impose itself as a serious political force capable of shap- 
ing the situation and putting its interests front and center 
against those of the ruling class. 

Ditto for the left and socialist movements, which, in 
almost all societies, are increasingly irrelevant. Rather than 
continued on page 69 
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The Indian elections “humbled” Modi. Instead of a super- 
majority, the BJP (Bharatiya Janata Party) is now in a coa- 
lition government and has a slightly weakened mandate for 
its neoliberal Hindu nationalist (Hindutva) agenda, which 
brought it to power in 2014. Congress leads the INDIA 
(Indian National Developmental Inclusive Alliance) oppo- 
sition, a grand coalition stretching from the Communist 
parties on the left to anti-BJP Hindu nationalist parties on 
the right. Revitalized after a decade of utter impotence, Con- 
gress and the left claim a “moral victory” that has rescued 
Indian democracy from Hindu nationalism. 

The first duty of revolutionaries is to tell the truth. And the 
truth about the elections is that people voted against Modi in 
spite of the Congress-led bloc. Modi’s party took a hit not out 
of enthusiasm for Congress but because it has not been able 
to fulfil India’s huge development needs, centrally the desper- 
ate need for jobs. Congress can peddle its wares about saving 
democracy, but so long as India is defined by generalized pov- 
erty, itis impossible to secure democratic and minority rights. 
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by Mansa Kaur 


Photos: Qadri/AP; Revolutionary Democracy 
Left: INDIA alliance. CPI(M)’s Sitaram Yechury (third 
from left) sits next to Congress’ Rahul Gandhi, 
December 2023. Right: All India general strike, Ben- 
galuru, January 2019. 


At bottom, Congress can provide neither democracy nor devel- 
opment because it operates fundamentally on the same model 
as the BJP, upholding the interests of the class that stands as 
an obstacle to development, the Indian bourgeoisie. 

Given India’s colossal needs, it has no gradual road to 
development. The choice is clear: more chauvinist reaction on 
the capitalist road, or a revolutionary struggle by the masses 
against the rulers, domestic and foreign alike. To embark 
on this road requires breaking the alliance with Congress 
pushed by the Stalinists and others on the left. It is crucial to 
understand that this dependence does not advance the fight 
against the BJP but ties the masses to the very class they must 
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confront. We offer this article as a basis to build a revolu- 
tionary pole in opposition to the Congress popular front and 
advance on a new road to uplift the masses. 


|. CONGRESS PAVES WAY 
FOR BJP: 1947-2014 


To defeat the BJP, we must understand its road to power. 
How did a Hindu nationalist party at the margins of national 
political life sweep to power on an absolute majority, deci- 
mating Congress, India’s historic ruling party? The answer 
is that Congress itself paved the way for the BJP. Its fail- 
ure since independence to provide meaningful development 
prompted large segments of the population, including the 
bourgeoisie, to turn to the BJP as an alternative. To under- 
stand why, it is necessary to begin with the tasks inherited 
from two centuries of colonial plunder. 


1. Party of the Neocolonial Indian Bourgeoisie 


British domination completely impoverished the Indian 
subcontinent and fomented myriad divisions along lines of 
religion, caste and nationality in order to maintain its rule. 
The introduction of capitalist relations in India led to the 
birth of a wretched colonial bourgeoisie that grew up on 
the crumbs given to it by British capital, which dominated 
the economy. Alongside the Indian bourgeoisie, the British 
fostered parasitic landlords through whom they choked the 
peasantry in debt. In the words of Stalinist historian R.P. 
Dutt, colonial India was characterized by: 

“Chronic agrarian crisis, famine, debt-slavery, the shackles of 
caste and of the outcaste, industrial exploitation without limit, 
contrasts of wealth and poverty more appalling than in any 
country in the world, social and religious conflict, class con- 
flict, emergent national issues...all these problems reflecting 
in many respects the backwardness and retarded development 
of a country subjected for centuries to colonial domination.” 
—India Today and Tomorrow 
(London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1955) 

Independent India inherited all the features of the colo- 
nial economy—private property, scarce capital, general 
backwardness, subordination to imperialism—as well as the 
colonial administrative structure. The reason these features 
remained intact is that there was no rupture in social rela- 
tions through an anti-colonial revolution 
that overthrew imperialist domination. 
Instead, independence came through a 
brokered negotiation between Britain and 
Congress, which included tearing apart the 
subcontinent and drenching it in blood. 

The Indian bourgeoisie took charge, but 
its ability to develop the country was lim- 
ited from the outset due to the backward 
nature of the economy it inherited and 
which had given birth to it. Owing to its 
organic ties to the colonial economy, the 
bourgeoisie could not shake up the struc- 
ture of society out of fear that this might 
give rise to an upheaval by the impover- 
ished and land-hungry masses, one that 
might threaten private property, and thus 
its own rule, altogether. 

Weak and facing colossal tasks, the 
bourgeoisie had to balance the interests of 
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the lower classes that wanted land and jobs on the one hand 
and, on the other, gain a degree of autonomy from imperi- 
alist finance capital in order to grow as an exploiting class. 
The presence of the USSR provided it with some room to 
resist the pressures of world imperialism. Taking advantage 
of this, it embarked upon state-led industrialization, or Neh- 
ruvian “socialism.” 


2. The Failure of Nehruvian Planning 


Taking inspiration from the Soviet Union, India sought 
to industrialize through its own regime of Five-Year Plans, 
but with one important caveat: where planning in the USSR 
was based on collectivized property and a social revolution, 
Nehruvian planning was based on the interests of the bour- 
geoisie, and its aims were dictated by the needs of this class. 
As Trotsky argued: “In a society where private property pre- 
vails, it is impossible for the government to direct economic 
life according to a ‘plan’” (“On Mexico’s Second Six-Year 
Plan,” 14 March 1939). Let us illustrate. 

The aim of planning was to nurture the weak Indian bour- 
geoisie through import restrictions and the “license raj,” a 
restrictive regime governing entry into key sectors. This 
fostered a burgeoning bureaucratic apparatus to manage the 
allocation of scarce resources, constituting the basis for ram- 
pant corruption that characterizes Indian officialdom. By 
merely superimposing a regime of planning commissions 
onto a backward economy without breaking the shackles of 
private property and archaic traditions, the Nehruvian model 
was destined to fail. 

Focused on heavy industry, this model generated limited 
employment but gave rise to a small and parasitic monopoly 
bourgeoisie. Where in the classic capitalist countries monop- 
oly emerges at a later stage in the development of capitalism, 
signaling its disintegration, in a backward country like India 
the early emergence of monopoly signals the same disintegra- 
tion but at the time of the bourgeoisie’s infancy. This defining 
feature of backward capitalism places fundamental limits on 
the ability of the bourgeoisies of such countries to accomplish 
the democratic tasks necessary for modernization. 

In the case of Nehruvian planning, this limitation most 
clearly expressed itself in its failure to resolve the agrarian 
question. Congress carried out minimal land reforms that 


September 1947, Muslim refugees near New Delhi fleeing India. 
British rule fostered bloody intercommunal conflicts, which exploded 
during partition. 
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Nehru Memorial 
India’s first prime minister, Jawaharlal Nehru, address- 
ing refugees from partition in Faridabad, August 1949. 


abolished zamindari, the landholding system of the colonial 
economy, but was incapable of going further due to its ties 
to the landowning classes. They did not break the power of 
the landlords and nurtured parasitic layers in the country- 
side that would continue to choke the peasantry, which was 
stuck on small, unproductive plots of land and subject to 
tenancy and exploitation by local moneylenders. This DNA 
of the economy, defined by backwardness, was left largely 
untouched: inefficient agriculture owing to low productivity 
and persistence of parasitism. 

The result was growing impoverishment in the country- 
side, combined with the lack of an indigenous consumer base 
for the limited output of Indian manufacturing. The narrow 
savings base of the population, due to generalized poverty, 
ensured that capital remained scarce, limiting the ability of 
industry to expand and perpetuating India’s dependence on 
foreign capital. In short, the failure of land reform meant the 
failure to consolidate an internal market and fuel growth. 

The promise of Nehruvian socialism faded by the early 
1960s, giving way to bubbling discontent among the masses. 
Exacerbated by droughts and failed monsoons, low pro- 
ductivity led to repeat famines, to deal with which India 
depended on the goodwill of the White House. Unwilling 
to further encroach on the landlords, to address the agrarian 
problem the Indira Gandhi government ushered in the Green 
Revolution—a program to increase productivity through 
advanced agricultural technology from the West. Agri- 
cultural output was increased, but at the expense of small 
farmers who became trapped in debt due to the high cost of 
cultivation and the absence of cheap credit. This bourgeois 
method of addressing the agrarian question lies at the heart 
of the crisis of the Indian countryside today. 

Over the decades, Congress dealt with growing poverty 
through handouts to appease its various vote banks. This 
exacted a heavy toll on the state’s finances, increasing its 
debt. Squeezed by the failure of the Nehru model to deliver 
development, Indira Gandhi would suspend civil liberties, 
enacting the Emergency in 1975. By the early ’80s, she 
would begin to liberalize the economy to satisfy the monop- 
olist bourgeoisie shackled by the statist model. 
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Congress courted foreign capital and began gradually dis- 
mantling the license raj, liberalizing credit and slashing taxes 
on domestic capital, all of which facilitated the expansion of 
capital into sectors previously under state control. This resulted 
in temporary growth, as certain industries gained access to for- 
eign technology and the injection of capital. At the same time, 
to finance the growing debt it had to turn to IMF loans, which 
it was unable to pay off, precipitating an IMF bailout in 1991. 

The neoliberal reforms of 1991 were as much the impo- 
sition of the IMF as they were the outgrowth of the internal 
contradictions of the Nehruvian model, which could meet 
the demands of neither the masses nor the bourgeoisie: the 
former still had not seen a qualitative improvement in their 
conditions, and the latter, while dependent on the state, was 
simultaneously being constrained by it. Internationally, the 
collapse of the Soviet Union played a decisive role, weaken- 
ing the pressures Congress felt from the left. The emergence 
of the U.S. as the hegemonic power in the post-Soviet period 
enhanced pressure on India to align with the U.S. and fur- 
ther integrate itself into the world economy through entry 
into the WTO in 1995. Thus, while the neoliberal turn was 
precipitated by an unprecedented crisis, it also aligned with 
the interest of capital to open India to the world. 


3. Neo-Liberalizing a Backward Economy 


Congress and other coalition governments gradually 
enacted neoliberal reforms in the 1990s, aiming to make 
India attractive for investment. The goal was to bust labor, 
loosen land regulations and privatize public enterprises. This 
package was sold as the way to usher in a manufacturing 
boom and provide employment and prosperity. India’s GDP 
grew, fueled by an explosion of finance and construction- 
related growth. In less than a year after these reforms were 
rolled out, India’s stock price index, Sensex, more than 
tripled. By the 2000s, the economy was booming and India 
became the back office for the growing IT sector in the 
imperialist countries. The inflow of foreign capital led to 
the growth of an educated middle class and a rise in certain 
development indicators across the board, reducing the pro- 
portion of those living in absolute poverty. 

However, even the most ardent supporters of neoliberalism 
cannot escape the reality that it has failed to result in the 
development they imagined. No matter how much India tried 


Palmer/CIAT 
Absence of radical land reform means that decades 
after independence, millions still toil on the land in 
primitive conditions. 
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Result of neoliberal reforms in India: IT jobs and billionaire opulence. Ambani’s skyscraper mansion soaring 
above Mumbai’s sprawling slums. 


to lure foreign investment and emulate China as a manufac- 
turing hub, the results disappointed. India remained unat- 
tractive because of its general backwardness: a) unskilled 
labor owing to the broad degradation of society; b) appal- 
ling infrastructure: factories can’t meet production targets 
if there isn’t an adequate power supply and can’t transport 
goods with a poor network of roads; c) the layers of red tape 
and bureaucracy that made it extremely difficult to enter the 
market. 

In short, the obstacle to spurring a manufacturing boom 
through finance capital was the very backwardness of the 
economy, which undermined the appeal of dirt cheap labor. 
Such obstacles could only be overcome by a complete trans- 
formation of society: massive expenditure on basic education, 
health and housing that would improve the quality of labor and 
raise the conditions of the masses; a gargantuan program of 
public works to build urban infrastructure in order to improve 
the quality of life, spur industry and modernize cities; radical 
agrarian reform to improve conditions in the countryside and 
eliminate the basis of economic backwardness. 

That these measures were not taken is due not to misdi- 
rected policies of the Congress and other governments but to 
the simple fact that the economy is based on the class inter- 
ests of the bourgeoisie, which has no interest in development 
for the many and whose political rule depends on the exist- 
ing structure of society. When compelled to take measures to 
grow the economy, it does so in its own way, amalgamating 
the modern with the archaic: building shiny IT centers only 
for the fiber-optic cables to be laid amid urban chaos, with 
bull-carts sharing the road with luxury cars. 

The essence of this combination is that modern technology 
and methods are superimposed on the primitive base of the 
economy. While neoliberalism prompted political parties to 
talk about “India Shining,” it devastated the lowest layers of 
the country. Still saddled with a backward economy, neolib- 
eral India could not compete effectively on the international 
market, limiting the degree to which the tide of globalization 
would lift its boat. The result was that, with a growing pop- 
ulation, the demand for jobs mushroomed from 35 million 
people in 1983 to 58 million in 2000. These conditions cre- 
ated fertile ground for the growth of chauvinist frenzy. 

At the same time, women exited the workforce in growing 
numbers and the majority of the population toiled in the 
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countryside, where agriculture continued to suffer due to 
poor irrigation, small landholdings and general inefficiency. 
The only hope for survival for many farmers was to turn to 
Western GMO seeds to raise their output. In the process, 
they were saddled with crippling debt which, in cruel irony, 
drove hundreds of thousands to suicide. 

Neoliberal India became a spectacle of uneven and com- 
bined development: a small minority became even wealthier 
as modern finance capital flooded an archaic society, but 
the majority lived in misery. Billionaire Mukesh Ambani, 
who recently hosted a wedding for his son costing over half 
a billion U.S. dollars, would build an opulent, 27-story mon- 
strosity of a mansion in Mumbai that soared above the city’s 
slums. Manual scavenging would persist alongside prosper- 
ing gated communities. Buffalo would continue to plow the 
fields even when the seeds embodied advanced technology. 

Until 2008, the Indian economy grew, in large part due 
to favorable international conditions. Low interest rates 
set by the U.S. meant there was cheap money looking for 
“emerging markets.” Following the 2008 crisis, the wave of 
globalization crashed and easy money began flowing out, 
exacerbating the underlying crisis of the economy. Neolib- 
eralism had integrated India into the world economy, but in 
doing so made it more dependent on the vagaries of finance 
capital for its continued growth. As early as 2011, Gideon 
Rachman of the Financial Times opined: 

“Globalisation prospered and took root during a period when 
all the world’s major powers were experiencing strong eco- 
nomic growth. It is threatened by a new world, in which emerg- 
ing powers are palpably doing much better than the established 
economies of the west. The threat to globalisation will grow 
unless and until there is a co-ordinated global recovery.” 
—‘Ts Globalisation on the Retreat in 2011?” 
(3 January 2011) 

However, as a former CEO from India noted in response 
to Rachman, “globalisation might pause briefly in 2011, but 
it cannot be reversed when many billions of Indians and Chi- 
nese want it. Any country opting out of this new global game 
does so at their own risk.” What this confidence betrays is 
that India and China are simply not in charge; it is not the 
“billions of Indians” or even the Indian capitalist class which 
control the course of the world economy but the imperialist 
powers, centrally the U.S., which has been seeking to shore 
up its hegemony against a rising China. It is this inherent 
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dependence of India on imperialism that fundamentally 
determines its tempo of highly uneven development. Regard- 
less of whether it’s Congress or the BJP, this defining feature 
will plague India’s development as long as the economy is 
geared to the interests of the bourgeoisie, which is itself tied 
to world imperialism. 


ll. INDIAN LIBERALISM FUELS RISE 
OF HINDU NATIONALISM 


Generalized scarcity and poverty threatened to explode 
the myriad divisions of Indian society. The Congress method 
was to appease different segments of its vote bank, tradition- 
ally Muslims, Dalits and lower castes, appealing to their nar- 
row interests as a means of retaining their political support. 
This method is the mainstay of Indian liberalism, which 
prides itself as the best defender of minorities. In reality, 
not only does this maintain the oppression of minorities, 
but it also fuels the growth of Hindu nationalists who attack 
liberals for dividing Hindus along caste lines and privileging 
minorities at the expense of the Hindu majority. At the heart 
of this reactionary cycle of liberalism and chauvinist reac- 
tion is the burning question of the Indian revolution: What 
is the road forward to unite the working masses? To answer 
this, we must first understand the nature of the obstacles. 


1. Inheritance of the Past 


Due to the absence of an anti-colonial revolution that 
could sweep away the archaic forms of social organization 
maintained by the British, independent India inherited all 
the precapitalist relics of the past. Long exoticized for being 
“unique” and “complex” due to this mighty heritage, India’s 
divisions plagued the masses, and the ruling class played 
upon these to secure and maintain their rule. These included 
divisions based on caste, religion, national and linguistic 
identity and gender. 

At independence, these myriad divisions posed a chal- 
lenge for the ruling class, whose overriding priority was 
to achieve political and social stability in order to secure a 
basis for its class rule. In the struggle against the British, the 
upper-caste Hindu bourgeoisie, led by Congress, had sought 
to unify the “nation” through its “tolerance” for non-Hindu 
religions. Once the British were gone, it continued on this 
trajectory and granted certain concessions as a means of 
managing these social contradictions. To quell the thorny 
question of religion, especially following the communal hor- 
rors of partition, it draped itself with a peculiar secularism 
that upheld the supposed tolerance for all religions, not the 
separation of religion from the state. Yet “tolerance” in a 
poor society is largely meaningless, since the majority will 
be the first to gain advantage due to its dominant status. The 
result has repeatedly been seen in pogroms motivated purely 
by religion—e.g., the 1984 massacre of Sikhs in Amritsar 
and beyond. 

To deal with the national and linguistic questions (with at 
least 14 major linguistic groups and 1,652 mother tongues), 
India granted a limited federal system, eventually organizing 
the country along linguistic lines. This was combined with 
the forced integration of those regions that wanted independ- 
ence, from Kashmir in the north to the various areas in the 
northeast and Tamils in the south. 
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The most “Indian’”—and most explosive—of these relics is 
the hierarchical mode of organizing society through the caste 
system: an inherited division of people into four rungs (varnas) 
based on their occupation, whereby one’s social function and 
rank in society is thought to correspond to the body parts of 
Hindu god Brahma. Thus, the more “noble” and “pure” occu- 
pations, such as priests and intellectuals, were the reserve of 
brahmans who emerged from the mouth; kshatriyas, or the 
nobility, from the arms; vaishyas, or traders and agricultur- 
alists, from the thighs; and shudras, or manual workers, the 
lowest within the caste system, from the feet of Brahma. 

Entirely outside the caste system are the outcastes, or Dal- 
its, deemed “untouchable” by Hinduism as a result of their 
social role as cleaners, scavengers or removers of social and 
animal waste. To be “untouchable” means to be condemned 
to a life beyond comprehension. You may not walk in the 
shadow of a brahman lest you pollute his pure existence. You 
must live on the outskirts of villages so as not to offend the 
varnas with your unclean presence. You may not rise above 
your prescribed existence and dare to look at an upper-caste 
woman unless you fancy confronting a lynch mob. 

According to Perry Anderson, Mahatma Gandhi—propo- 
nent of the caste system and venerated leader of the inde- 
pendence struggle—once confided, regarding the difficult 
but necessary task of co-opting Dalits into the Hindu fold: 
“Might not Untouchables, accorded separate identity, then 
gang up with ‘Muslim hooligans and kill caste Hindus?’” 
(The Indian Ideology [London: Verso, 2013]). Facing such an 
archaic blotch on its modernizing ambitions, the Nehru gov- 
ernment sought to give India a facade of progress. It invited 
B.R. Ambedkar, leader of Dalits, to draft the Constitution, 
which declared caste discrimination illegal and granted affir- 
mative action as a means of uplifting Dalits from their mis- 
erable and stigmatized existence. But caste is rooted in the 
social fabric of India; it continues to determine one’s pros- 
pects. No matter how much a Dalit might rise economically, 
it is socially impossible to shed the stigma of being a Dalit. 
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India’s Constitution, deemed the crown jewel of independ- 
ence, codifies these rights and is seen as the guardian of a 
progressive, secular and democratic society. Dalits take pride 
in the fact that Ambedkar was key in drafting it. Yet the 
Constitution ultimately defends the social and material basis 
upon which the Indian ruling class maintains its rule. It is 
based on protecting private property, 1.e., capitalism, which 
is the central reason for the backwardness of India. Thus it 
reproduces social divisions and pits different groups against 
one another as they compete for scarce goods and jobs. 

As Marxists, we understand that the root of social problems 
ultimately lies in the material relations that govern society. 
Without social development, all the laws declaring discrim1- 
nation illegal cannot address the reality of social oppression. 
The material basis of oppression must be destroyed for the 
oppressed to be liberated. Trotsky explained: 

“At the base of society is not religion and morality, but nature 
and labor. Marx’s method is materialistic, because it proceeds 
from existence to consciousness, not the other way around. 
Marx’s method is dialectic, because it regards both nature and 
society as they evolve, and evolution itself as the constant 
struggle of conflicting forces.” 

—‘“Marxism in Our Time” (April 1939) 

The future evolution of Indian society will be determined 
by the configuration of conflicting forces: will it be Hindus 
against Muslims, Dalits against Hindus, Kashmiris against 
the rest of India, or any other such combination? Or will 
it be the Indian masses, in all their strength, against the 
upper-caste Indian bourgeoisie and its parties? To advance 
on the road of annihilating caste and other modes of oppres- 
sion requires overcoming divisions and uniting the working 
masses. This can only come through opposing the rule of pri- 
vate property. Barring this, the divisions will be perpetuated 
by the attempts of Congress liberals or Hindu nationalists to 
secure their grip on India. 

Two moments in recent Indian history suffice to demon- 
strate this cycle of reaction and the dead end of liberal poli- 
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tics: the Shah Bano episode and the Mandal moment, which 
coalesced to produce a festival of reaction that led to the 
demolition of the Babri Masjid (mosque) and propelled the 
BJP onto the national scene. 


2. From Bano to Mandir: 
Reactionary Nature of Indian Secularism 


A flashpoint for religious polarization, the Bano affair 
was the case of a Muslim woman, Shah Bano, suing her ex- 
husband for maintenance. In 1985, the Supreme Court ruled 
in her favor. This provoked the ire of the Muslim ulama 
(scholars), who deemed the decision a violation of sharia 
(Islamic law), according to which the care of a divorced 
woman reverts back to her family. Congress faced mounting 
pressure from the clergy to contravene the decision or lose 
the Muslim vote; the All India Muslim Personal Law Board 
organized mass demonstrations. Congress capitulated, essen- 
tially overturning the decision. 

Unrest and dissent followed. The greatest challenge came 
from the Hindu nationalists. The BJP went on the offensive, 
accusing Congress of “minorityism” that relegated Hindus to 
second-class citizenship. In the 1980s, the combine of the BJP 
and RSS (a Hindu-chauvinist paramilitary organization) had 
revived a mass movement to build a mandir (temple) at the site 
of the Babri Masjid in Ayodhya, a Mughal-era mosque they 
claimed stood atop the birthplace of Hindu god Ram. It now 
used the Bano affair to fan communal flames and advance 
its campaign. To counter the growing right-wing challenge, 
Congress unlocked the gates to the Babri Masjid, which had 
been shut since 1949 to curb religiously incited violence. 

This balancing act by the “secular” Congress facilitated 
the growth of the movement to destroy the mosque and erect 
a temple in its stead, worsening religious polarization. “The 
removal of the lock practically accepted the disputed struc- 
ture as a temple and consequently the demand to build a 
proper temple to carry out the functions that were already 
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taking place inside the building gained more strength” 
(business-standard.com, 28 March 2017). In 1989, Congress 
lost the elections, in part due to an unrelated scandal, and 
the BJP went from two seats in 1984 to 85 seats, signaling 
the expansion of its appeal. 

The Bano case was a flash of lightning that revealed the 
reactionary nature of Indian secularism, a central plank 
of Indian liberalism. The “secularism” of the Constitution 
reflects the just aspirations of minorities to live with dignity 
and exercise their religion. But as the Bano episode shows, 
the bourgeoisie is compelled to blindly balance among com- 
peting forces, worsening divisions in the process. It wields 
the Constitution as an instrument to divide the masses and 
maintain its political rule. The Constitution’s true ideological 
purpose is to conceal the divisions that find fertile ground in 
the general scarcity prevailing in the country. 

Hindu chauvinism is partly a result of the general misery 
confronting the majority community. As long as conditions 
for the broad masses remain degraded, the bourgeoisie will 
be able to whip up reaction against minorities, while also 
using them against the majority. This shows that the social 
and economic liberation of both the Hindu working masses 
and minorities is impossible without their mutual alliance. 
To forge such an alliance, it is incumbent upon the Hindu 
majority to champion the rights of minorities, winning their 
trust and support as part of waging a united struggle against 
the upper-caste Hindu bourgeoisie. 


3. From Mandal to Ayodhya: 
Liberal Caste Politics Strengthen Hindutva 


The Hindu-chauvinist backlash from the Bano affair col- 
lided with the 1990 implementation of the Mandal Report— 
the granting of affirmative action, or reservations, in the 
public sector to disadvantaged layers of the Other Backward 
Classes (OBCs), a term that overlapped with the lowest caste 
grouping and constituted some 52 percent of the population 
at the time. The report was implemented by a short-lived 
anti-Congress coalition government backed by both the 
Communists and the BJP. Combined with existing reserva- 
tions for Dalits (15 percent) and tribals (7 percent), the new 
27 percent for OBCs brought the proportion of reservations 
in the public sector to 49 percent, leaving the upper and 
middle castes competing for the rest of the jobs. 

This “can of worms,” as Rajiv Gandhi called it, exploded 
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Times of India 
Above: BJP leader L.K. Advani on 
chariot in 1990, stoking anti-Muslim 
riots on way to Ayodhya, where 
mosque stood on supposed birthplace 
of Hindu god Ram. Two years later, 
mob destroyed Babri Masjid (left). 


caste antagonisms into the open. Upper-caste students staged 
mass protests and over a hundred self-immolated as increased 
reservations threatened their prospects and undermined the 
social balance of the caste order that favored them. This 
fear of material insecurity was transformed into inter-caste 
violence. An RSS magazine wrote that the Mandal Report 
had instigated a “caste war.” One editorialist wrote: “The 
havoc the politics of reservation is playing with the social 
fabric is unimaginable” and “sharpens caste-divide” (cited 
in Christophe Jaffrelot, Modi’s India: Hindu Nationalism 
and the Rise of Ethnic Democracy [Princeton and Oxford: 
Princeton University Press, 2019]). 

The upheaval put the BJP in a bind. If it opposed the Man- 
dal Report, not only would the government fall, likely return- 
ing Congress to power, but the BJP would also alienate OBC 
voters and bid goodbye to its hopes for national office. Yet 
if it did nothing, it would alienate its traditional upper-caste 
base. To champion Hindu unity and overcome caste divi- 
sions, the BJP-RSS merged the discontent from Mandal into 
its campaign to build a temple in place of the Babri Masjid. 
In one stroke, the BJP sought to co-opt lower castes into its 
Brahmanical outlook and signal to the upper castes that with 
its campaign to “reclaim” the birthplace of Ram from the 
Muslims, it was the staunchest defender of Hinduism and 
thus the caste system. 

In September 1990, BJP leader L.K. Advani got on a 
“chariot” and began a 10,000-kilometer journey to Ayodhya. 
One of the organizers of this effort was Modi, then a prom- 
ising cadre. Communal riots erupted wherever the chariot 
went, leading to Advani’s arrest. But the saga was far from 
over. Two years later, on 6 December 1992, armed Hindu mobs 
would descend upon Ayodhya to attend a rally by the BJP- 
RSS family and demolish the mosque through sheer physical 
force. Weeks of rioting would follow, spreading to Mumbai 
and even Pakistan and Bangladesh, leaving thousands dead, 
most of them Muslims. 

OBC reservations were eventually accepted by both Con- 
gress and the BJP as they were key to conquering the stra- 
tegic election areas of the Hindi belt stretching from east to 
west in north-central India. Along with secularism, reserva- 
tion for lower castes is a cornerstone of liberal-progressive 
politics in India. The demand for reservations reflects the 
hopes of oppressed castes to break out of a life of insecurity. 
The same demand fuels the insecurity of the upper-caste 
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petty bourgeoisie. The ruling class and the politicians use 
these divisions to maintain their hold on political power and 
the caste structure of society. As revolutionaries, we must 
ask: how to overcome the need for reservations and end caste 
oppression altogether? 

The need for reservations stems from the failure of devel- 
opment to raise the material standard of the masses as a 
whole. When development doesn’t attack the interests of the 
capitalist class, it comes at the expense of the masses. The low 
level of growth and development has exacerbated pre-existing 
caste (and religious) divides on the whole, and despite the 
upward mobility of a negligible segment of the lower castes, 
life prospects continue to be defined by caste oppression, 
including whether one can afford or even be allowed to go to 
school. This demands the annihilation of caste, not tinker- 
ing with the distribution of a meager economic pie. The way 
to break out of caste oppression is to attack the rule of the 
Hindu bourgeoisie, which reproduces material scarcity and 
enshrines the privileges of the upper castes. 

The Congress party’s social liberalism is not a threat to the 
rule of the upper castes. In fact, Congress is the historic party 
of the upper-caste and landed elites. Today, when it promises 
Mandal 2.0, it does so in a desperate attempt to return to power 
so that it can continue serving the interests of the bourgeoisie. 
As long as India is run in the interests of this class, it is con- 
demned to a state of generalized poverty that will cannibalize 
its social fabric at the expense of the oppressed. The cynical 
electoral strategies of Congress, the BJP and their allies add 
fuel to this tinder. The former pretends to be a friend of the 
oppressed but upholds the entire social basis of Indian cap- 
italism; the latter wants to unify Hindus through an ethno- 
nationalist program that seeks to put all castes in their “right- 
ful place” and crush minorities. Both are dangerous dead ends. 

The way to combat the murderous Hindutva of the BJP is 
not to revive Mandal, as many liberals today argue. Instead: 

“What is indispensable and urgent is to separate the means of 
production from their present parasitic owners and to orga- 
nize society in accordance with a rational plan. Then it would 


at once be possible really to cure society of its ills. All those 
able to work would find a job. The work-day would gradually 
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Gujarat model: Finance capital meets Hindu mobs. 2013 “Vibrant Gujarat” economic summit (left), anti-Muslim 
pogrom in Ahmedabad, 2002 (right). 


decrease. The wants of all members of society would secure 
increasing satisfaction.” 


—Trotsky, “Marxism in Our Time” 

The prerequisite to organizing society in such a way is 
to unite the working masses in opposition to the rule of the 
bourgeoisie and wage a revolutionary struggle to uproot the 
entire basis of the Indian capitalist-caste order. This can 
only come about through championing the rights of all the 
oppressed—Dalits, Adivasis (tribals), religious minorities and 
women—with the aim of attacking the material roots of their 
oppression. Leftist liberals shed tears all day about the horrors 
suffered by the oppressed and embark on shaking up the status 
quo through inter-caste and inter-religious marriages. These 
fine sentiments do nothing to challenge the system responsible 
for oppression. There will be no gradual improvement in the 
conditions of the oppressed. Only by uniting the struggles of 
the oppressed and the workers under the banner of the Indian 
revolution can the masses overcome the myriad divisions fos- 
tered by the upper-caste bourgeoisie and its parties. 


lll. THE BUP YEARS: DEVELOPING 
INDIA ON THE “GUJARAT MODEL’ 


Modi rose to national and global prominence during his 
rule from 2001 to 2014 in his home state of Gujarat in western 
India. In that period, he popularized the “Gujarat model” of 
development. As illustrated by the title of a book by Chris- 
tophe Jaffrelot, an expert on Hindu nationalist politics, “Guja- 
rat Under Modi’ was the “Laboratory of Today’s India.” To 
understand how and why it catapulted Modi and the BJP to 
national office, we begin with an overview of the Gujarat 
model before explaining why this deadly mix of capitalist- 
Hindu chauvinist reaction is poison for the Indian masses. 


1. Gujarat Under Modi: 
Finance Capital and Pogroms 


To sum up the Gujarat model, it is to court capital, both 
domestic and foreign, and promote anti-Muslim reaction. 
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The BJP’s rise in Gujarat is mirrored to some degree by the 
national pattern of Congress’ social liberalism paving the 
way for Hindu nationalism. The 1980s inter-religious and 
inter-caste riots in Gujarat were triggered by Congress ori- 
enting toward KHAMs—the lower-middle caste Kshatriyas, 
Harijans (more accurately Dalits), Adivasis and Muslims 
and fostered a Hindu-chauvinist backlash. Exploiting the fear 
of middle classes threatened by the potential rise of those at 
the bottom, the BJP rode to power in 1995. 

Modi, an RSS cadre since 1972, became Chief Minister 
in October 2001 and oversaw at the very outset the infa- 
mous Gujarat riots in February 2002—anti-Muslim carnage 
sparked by the alleged attack by Muslim men on a train car- 
rying kar sevaks (Hindu nationalist volunteers). It is widely 
accepted that the Modi government organized the killing of 
Muslims as retribution. This episode got Modi banned from 
entering the U.S. and invited criticism from the liberal estab- 
lishment, including the Confederation of Indian Industry 
(CII), voice of Indian capital. That prompted Modi to boy- 
cott a CII exhibition, and Gujarati capitalist Gautam Adani 
to set up a rival chamber of commerce. The CII promptly 
retracted its criticisms, seeing that they would jeopardize 
business opportunities in the state. Tarun Das, director gen- 
eral of the CII, personally went to apologize to Modi, telling 
him, “We were very sorry for all that had happened” (The 
Times of India, 7 March 2003). 

Modi won consecutive elections through a combination of 
Hindu nationalism and neoliberal development. This model 
secured a solid social base in the urban petty bourgeoi- 
sie—the so-called new middle class—whose appetites had 
been whetted by the economic liberalization in the preced- 
ing decade and who saw this as the best means to achieve 
prosperity. Indian and foreign capital, lured by attractive 
subsidies, lax labor laws, tax cuts, cheap loans and speedy 
clearances—all a result of Modi’s strongman approach to 
development—flocked to Gujarat. In 2003, Modi inaugu- 
rated Vibrant Gujarat, a biennial summit to court capital. 
Investment pledges jumped from US$13.3 billion in 2005 to 
$260.4 billion in 2011, and thousands of hectares were set 
aside for Special Economic Zones. Modi became the darling 
of capital. As Jaffrelot records in Gujarat Under Modi: Lab- 
oratory of Today’s India (London: C. Hurst & Co, 2024): 


“In 2007, Mukesh Ambani declared: ‘Narendrabhai is a leader 
with a grand vision...amazing clarity of purpose with deter- 
mination...strong ethos with a modern outlook, dynamism and 
passion.’... The billionaire industrialist K.M. Birla went even 
further: ‘Gujarat is vibrant because of its political leadership 
and Modi is a fulltime Chief Minister of the state and genu- 
inely the Chief Executive Officer of Gujarat.’ During the 2013 
Vibrant Gujarat meeting, Anil Ambani, who had already pro- 
jected Modi as the next prime minister of India, likened him 
to Mahatma Gandhi...and Arjun, the hero of the Mahabharata 
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[Hindu epic], before calling him ‘king of kings’. 
At the same time, Modi’s Hindutva was the answer for 
millions of “angry young men.” Rejected by the economy, 
their hopes of “making it” dashed, defense of the Hindu 
nation and the promise of development became for these 
layers the only road to improving their social standing and 
finally belonging in the fold of Hindu society. Lumpenized 
and declassed, these layers became the perfect recruiting 
ground for the paramilitary gangs of the RSS. 
For all its promise, the Gujarat model was far from 
vibrant for the working masses. The stellar GDP figures 
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were driven by investment in capital-intensive sectors such 
as chemicals, petroleum and pharmaceuticals. Behind these 
figures was little development and growing state debt, 
going from $5.7 billion in 2001-02 to $17.4 billion in 2011- 
12, due to concessions to capital. The simple reason for the 
lack of broad-based development is that this model is based 
on the interests of the clique of billionaires and foreign cap- 
ital, both of which favor investments that create few jobs. 
Indeed, the rate of growth in employment declined as Modi 
continued in office. Existing jobs were of poor quality, with 
average daily wage rates for urban casual labor lower only 
in Uttar Pradesh and Chhattisgarh. Education and health 
suffered as investment in these sectors remained low, lead- 
ing to high rates of infant mortality and malnutrition. 

The aggressive neoliberalism of the Gujarat model was 
and remains inseparable from Hindu nationalism, as the 
idea of a “Hindu nation” serves as a unifying force behind 
which the interests of the ruling class are advanced. More- 
over, Hindutva is able to rally the frustrated Hindu petty 
bourgeoisie against Muslims, Dalits and Adivasis—the 
“others” of Hindu society, whose upliftment might threaten 
its prospects. In a dynamic similar to that of the Mandal- 
Ayodhya episode, the BJP in Gujarat was able to capture the 
support of Gujarati OBCs and even layers of Dalits by co- 
opting them into the “Hindu nation,” giving them a means to 
enhance their social standing in opposition to non-Hindus. 
Beginning in 2014, the Modi government would attempt to 
replicate the fundamental contours of the Gujarat model at 
the national level. 


2. India Under Modi: 
The Blind Alley of Billionaire-Hindutva Raj 


Modi secured a landslide victory in 2014 as the Vikas 
Purush (Development Man). Though Hindutva and the 
Gujarat riots constituted a red blot that made some in the 
establishment uncomfortable, the prospect of a weakening 
economy was worse: growth figures were in decline since 
2011-12; inflation was in double digits; the jobs and agrarian 
crisis was unchanged; and the IMF warned about India’s 
“challenging macroeconomic landscape.” 

India’s billionaires backed Modi’s Gujarat model, see- 
ing it as a better way to rape the country than Congress’ 
worn-out ways. The London-based Financial Times, voice 


Dave/Reuters 
Narendra Modi speaks to supporters in Gujarat in May 
2014 following resounding victory in general election. 
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of finance capital, gave its stamp of approval: 
“Part of Mr Modi’s attraction is that, by sheer 
force of will, he may be able to override some 
of the checks and balances of Indian democracy 
and introduce some of the clearheadedness of 
growth-driven China” (19 March 2014). Some 
liberals even saw in Modi the answer for the 
instability of “raucous democracy.” Modi and 
Hindutva—Moditva—were the answers for “a 
nation in search of a savior” (Ashoka Mody, 
India Is Broken: A People Betrayed, Indepen- 
dence to Today [Stanford: Stanford University 
Press, 2023]). 

Yet all his muscular charm and economic 
strong-manliness would not be able to deliver 
the development Modi promised. Some data 
might help put into perspective the alarm bells 
that are blaring behind India’s amazing growth 
rates. As it stands in the post-Covid period: 

¢ Over 45 percent of the labor force works in agriculture 

¢ The share of manufacturing in GDP has fallen to 13 percent 

¢ 800 million people need subsidized food 

¢ Over 100 million between the ages of 18 and 35 are 

neither in school nor actively looking for employment 

¢ Youth unemployment is soaring, at 14 percent for those 

aged 25 to 29, and nearly 45 percent for those aged 20 
to 24 

The methods of the Gujarat model—cozying up to the 
crony capitalists, creating few jobs and squeezing those at 
the bottom of society, all wrapped in a murderous package 
of chauvinist frenzy—can only fuel the explosiveness at the 
heart of India’s economy. But let us be concrete and expose 
why relying on foreign capital and the billionaires will never 
be able to develop India, let alone by the government’s stated 
goal of 2047, the centenary of independence. 

Gujarat was able to achieve a certain rate of development 
in the 2000s due to cheap money sloshing around in the 
world economy. Since the 2008 financial crisis, however, the 
world situation has changed. There has been a reversal of the 
dynamics underpinning globalization, resulting in stagnant 
world trade as a share of GDP. Bidenomics-like protection- 
ism by the imperialist countries means that India is compet- 
ing with big fish. Even though many see it as an alternative 
for investment as U.S.-China relations freeze, India has not 
received the expected bonanza of capital flight from China. 
The reason is the same that plagued Congress’ neoliberal 
model: By all standards, the Indian economy remains a 
“risky” destination because of its extremely poor infrastruc- 
ture, low labor productivity and government corruption. The 
cumulative result is that the Modi government’s much-touted 
pitch to “Make in India” to kickstart manufacturing and gen- 
erate jobs has been an abysmal failure. Indeed, the Indian 
economy employed fewer people in 2018 than it did in 2012. 

The billionaire-Hindutva model responsible for infra- 
structure-driven growth figures is based on cheap loans 
from the state. Even preceding BJP rule, bad loans had been 
growing as a portion of total loans. In April 2015, when he 
was still Reserve Bank of India governor, Raghuram Rajan 
warned that well-connected Indian businessmen were scam- 
ming government banks. He was not asked to continue at 
his post, and under Modi bad loans increased from 4 percent 
in late 2014 to 9 percent in 2017. As a result, state-owned 
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banks slowed lending to industry overall, choking growth. 
Meanwhile, rising public debt makes India more vulnerable 
to financial shocks from the world economy, jeopardizing 
the savings of millions. 

Modv’s billionaire friends, who rank among the richest on 
the planet, project the image of an India that has arrived 
on the world stage—an economic superpower—and present 
themselves as national champions. But these crooks are com- 
pletely integrated with imperialist capital and develop India 
according to the interests of finance capital, i.e., through 
measures that boost stock valuations. When New York-based 
short-seller Hindenburg Research exposed the stock manip- 
ulations and accounting fraud behind Adani’s fortune, the 
Adani Group lost over $150 billion, and he fell from the third- 
richest man in the world to 30th. The Hindenburg episode 
is the most blatant proof that at the end of the day, it is the 
imperialists and Wall Street that call the shots. 

In rebuttal to Hindenburg, Adani’s company published a 
413-page report accusing the short-seller of “a calculated 
attack on India, the independence, integrity and quality 
of Indian institutions, and the growth story and ambition 
of India” (Guardian, 30 January 2023). This appeal to the 
nation is a cynical attempt to continue robbing the country. 
We say to Mr. Adani, if the nation is so dear, give Adani 
Group to the nation and let the people be in charge—let the 
Adani Group be nationalized. 

The Modi government’s attempts at modernizing the econ- 
omy to enhance the “ease of doing business” have tended 
to crush the masses and small businesses. Demonetization, 
pitched as a measure to combat pervasive corruption and 
sanitize the country’s global image, abruptly removed from 
circulation existing 500- and 1,000-rupee bills. In doing so, 
it devastated the informal sector, largely made up of small 
businesses and farmers, which employs nearly 90 percent of 
India’s workers. Typical of capitalist modernization, the inte- 
gration of the population into the formal banking sector—an 
objectively good and necessary thing—was carried out at the 
expense of the lower classes. 

Measures like these are balanced by Mod1’s signature pro- 
poor populism, such as installing toilets to end open defecation, 
which is still practiced by millions owing to poor infrastruc- 
ture, curbing the use of wood-burning stoves by supplying gas 
cylinders, or just handing out cash—Rs 6,000 (roughly $70) is 
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given to roughly 110 million farmers every year. The official 
statistics that come with these measures make the Modi gov- 
ernment look as if it is finally tackling the problems afflicting 
India’s worst-off. But it is not difficult to see that these are 
just feeble attempts at playing a balancing act. The makeshift 
toilets are not connected to plumbing systems and so are still 
emptied manually, often falling into disrepair owing to their 
poor quality. And once the gas cylinders are empty, people 
simply can’t afford to refill them and so revert to the old ways. 

One of the most controversial aspects of Modi-rule has 
been the failed attempt to implement farm laws aimed at 
repealing the regime of minimum support prices (MSPs), a 
longstanding part of a policy to prop up farmers by guaran- 
teeing prices for certain crops. In reality, the MSP benefits 
a small layer of rich farmers who have large enough land- 
holdings and generate a profit. For the majority of farmers, 
roughly 85 percent of whom own less than two acres of land, 
the MSP is at best a means of staving off disaster. This is 
because the MSP barely covers the high cost of inputs— 
from buying seed and fertilizers to accessing credit through 
local moneylenders and paying commissions to middlemen 
in state-regulated markets. 

Although the MSP does not benefit the mass of farmers, 
its removal would force them to sell their produce directly 
to a handful of big agribusiness outfits that would dictate 
the terms of trade, essentially destroying small farmers. 
The laws attacking MSPs generated mass protests in 2020, 
forcing the government to back down. In large part, those 
leading the protests were the voices of the rich farmers and 
the parasitic middlemen who would stand to lose the most 
from repealing the MSP. But poor farmers also saw their 
own interests reflected in the movement. 

Nevertheless, the MSP regime is not the answer for the 
poor peasantry, since it does not actually address the crisis 
of farming. The base of India’s economy is agricultural back- 
wardness, the solution to which demands a democratic agrar- 
ian revolution that Congress and all parties have blocked. 
The obstacle to this—and every other means of improving 
the lives of the toilers—is not merely Modi but also the anti- 
Modi brigade of the INDIA alliance, to which we turn next. 


IV. INDIA POPULAR FRONT RAISES 
SPECTER OF FASCISM 


The rallying cry of the INDIA alliance is saving democ- 
racy from Hindu fascism. Rahul Gandhi, fourth generation 
of the Nehru-Gandhi dynasty, leads the alliance. The Indian 
Stalinists—Communist Party of India (CPI), CPI (Marxist) 
or CPI(M), and CPI Marxist-Leninist Liberation—are all 
banded together in INDIA...along with a wing of the fascis- 
tic Shiv Sena, an openly Hindu-chauvinist party. 

The INDIA coalition is jubilant that it undermined 
Modi’s supermajority. Behind the vagaries of the electoral 
system, the reality is that the BJP’s share declined mar- 
ginally from 37.3 percent in 2019 to 36.5 percent in 2024. 
While it took a hit in the Hindi-speaking belt, it expanded 
its reach into the non-Hindi south, going from 18 to 24 per- 
cent. Congress’ overall share only rose from 19.4 percent to 
21 percent in the same period. More than just an ineffective 
electoral strategy, INDIA constitutes the central obstacle to 
the fight against Modi. 
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The reason stems from the ABC of Marxism: every mea- 
sure to defeat reaction must confront the entire bourgeoisie. 
Since the fascist scourge comes from the putrid bowels of a 
bourgeois society in decay, the fight against it must be com- 
pletely independent of all bourgeois forces and must instead 
base itself on the independent mobilization of the working 
masses, the only force capable of overthrowing capitalism. 
An alliance with Congress paralyzes attempts at such a 
mobilization—a burning necessity today—and diverts the 
masses’ energy into legal and bureaucratic channels of a state 
based on Hindu supremacy. 

Let us make this simpler. Consider what is needed to com- 
bat armed gangs of the Bajrang Dal, or any other such outfit. 
A suspected beef eater or trader or an inter-religious couple 
face a gang of these thugs armed with swords and guns—an 
immediate threat to their lives. The only method by which 
such fascist scum can be warded off and those under attack 
genuinely defended (i.e., not be killed or raped!) is armed 
mobilizations of workers and the oppressed—Muslims, Dal- 
its, Sikhs, Christians, women—ready to take a stand. Force 
can only be combated with force. 

How would this fare with the leaders of the INDIA bloc? 
Would Rahul Gandhi or Shiv Sena’s Uddhav Thackeray be 
happy to arm workers? Absolutely not, because they are aware 
that this can easily turn against them. Instead, they breed the 
illusion that minorities will be defended by the state, which 
is itself based on Hindu supremacy—consider the plight of 
any Dalit or Muslim who tries to register a complaint at a 
police station. When the leaders of Communist parties bloc 
with the likes of Gandhi and Thackeray, they stand as an 
immense obstacle to advancing the immediate defense of the 
oppressed. We repeat: Any alliance with the bourgeoisie can 
only paralyze the struggle against Hindutva mobs! And as we 
have shown, Congress has no solution for the general decay of 
Indian society. Aligning with it can only condemn the masses 
to a life of misery and attacks on democratic rights. 

The complete and utter lackey character of the Stalinists 
is on full display with their open endorsement of Congress; 
their claim to the banner of communism in India ties the 
masses to the ruling class. But there are a handful of non- 
Stalinists, dare we say Trotskyists, in India who made some 
principled polemics against Congress...only to endorse a 
vote to the left parties within the Congress-led popular front! 
In the lead-up to the elections, Radical Socialist, which is 
associated with the Mandelite Fourth International, wrote: 


“We call for a vote to the left, to independent civil society 
candidates, to Dalit, Adivasi, regional minority voices when 
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CPI(ML) Liberation sells its soul (again) to Congress 
in name of “anti-fascism.” 
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“The vanguard of the Indian proletariat is as yet at the threshold 
of its great tasks, and there is a long road ahead. A series of 
defeats will be the reckoning not only for the backwardness 
of the proletariat and the peasantry but also for the sins of the 
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not in alignment with BJP.... But we warn all working peo- 
ple, all oppressed masses, that all calls to vote anyone but 
BJP tends to set up for a repeat of the tragedies of the past.... 
The longer term struggle to permanently defeat the forces of 
Hindutva requires struggle much more on the extra-electoral 
fronts of various kinds. Here the reconstruction of a much 
more internally democratic and non-sectarian Left that has 
shed Stalinism and Maoism is necessary.... The slightest reli- 
ance on bourgeois liberals weakens the independent struggles 
of the masses.” 
—International Viewpoint, 26 April 

This political gymnastics has a singular message: vote 
left, which incidentally happens to be in the big tent of the 
INDIA bloc built on the logic of “anyone but the BJP.” In 
classic centrist fashion, this amounts to backhanded support 
to INDIA. But wait, there is a warning: If you vote left (i.e., 
for the Stalinists), then it will result in tragedies! What is a 
worker supposed to do with this mess? But our academics 
rest content that they have ticked the main boxes: Congress 
bad, Stalinists bad, struggle good...only to undermine them- 
selves by supporting the left, placing themselves on the 
left wing of the popular front. This completely maligns the 
name of Trotskyism in India. 

The task of Trotskyists is to combat the hegemony of 
Stalinism on the Indian left. That will come through expos- 
ing their treacheries and exploiting the contradiction between 
their rotten program and the millions who (still!) look to 
the hammer and sickle as a symbol of their liberation. The 
requirement is to offer an independent road of struggle 
against Modi and Hindutva. Despite all talk by Radical 
Socialist about the need for the left to “shed Stalinism and 
Maoism,” their backhanded support to the popular front can 
only reinforce the influence of the Stalinists! 


V. PROGRAM OF ACTION FOR INDIA 


India stands at a crossroads, facing two dead ends: strong- 
man Modi wants to turn India into a superpower through 
his genocidal model; Gandhi crawls to the imperialists and 
asks for their intervention to save Indian democracy. The 
situation for the masses cannot be improved without what 
Trotsky called “a revolutionary invasion of the right of capi- 
talist property.” Only this can overcome the contradictions of 
India; any program falling short is bound to fuel chauvinism 
in a society defined by poverty. 

We offer the road of revolutionary internationalism against 
imperialism and its lackey, the Indian national bourgeoisie, 


leadership. The chief task at present is a clear Marxist conception 

of the motive forces of the revolution and a correct perspective, a 

farsighted policy which rejects stereotyped, bureaucratic formulas, 
but which, in the accomplishment of great revolutionary tasks, 
carefully adjusts to the actual stages of the political awakening 
and revolutionary growth of the working class.” 

—Leon Trotsky, “The Revolution in India, 

Its Tasks and Dangers” (May 1930) 


as the means to unite the masses against their oppressors. 
This requires a political break with Congress, INDIA and 
all wings of the Indian bourgeoisie. 

1) For a workers’ militia to fight Hindutva mobs. An 
immediate measure to beat back the threat of the vig- 
ilante lynch mobs of the RSS is to arm the proletariat, 
raising an integrated militia to defend minorities. Dalit, 
Adivasi, Hindu, Muslim, Sikh, Christian: unite against 
fascist scum! 

2) Unionize the toilers. Unions are the elementary defense 
organizations of the proletariat, urban and agricultural. 
Most toilers work in farming and the informal economy 
and have no protections. We call for mass unionization 
drives to organize all labor! 

3) Agrarian revolution. The entire economy is based on the 
failure of land reform, continuing to slowly choke the poor 
peasantry and hold back the development of the country. 
India cannot go forward without an agrarian revolution, 
which demands the complete liquidation of landlordism 
and all parasites impoverishing the countryside. We say: 
land to the tiller, cancel the debt, collectivize the large 
industrial farms! Break the imperialists’ seed monopoly! 

4) Planned economy. To improve conditions for the masses 
requires hundreds of millions of jobs, houses, adequate 
food provision, universal and quality education and 
health care, provided to everyone without discrimina- 
tion on the basis of caste, religion or gender. To deliver 
this, what is needed is a huge development of the pro- 
ductive forces—advanced factories with modern tech- 
nology and tools, millions of schools to produce skilled 
workers, roads, bridges, sewers, electricity and more. 
But the economy is under the control of the upper-caste 
billionaires, who are themselves tied to the imperial- 
ist robbers. Liquidate the billionaires; nationalize all 
industry under the democratic control of the unions! 

5) Revolutionary internationalism. India’s development 
is choked by its subordination to world imperialism, 
freedom from which cannot be achieved as long as the 
country remains divided internally. It is imperialism 
that engineered the myriad divisions, forcing peoples 
and nations inside arbitrary borders; for their liberation, 
the South Asian masses must unite against imperial- 
ism and their own parasitic rulers. For the right of self- 
determination for Kashmir and all other nations that 
want it! Workers of the world unite! & 
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FIT-U demonstration in Buenos Aires, 12 June. Trotskyist left in Argentina, largest in the world, is pursuing 


disastrous course in fight against Javier Milei’s attacks. 


Argentina is facing a devastating economic crisis that 
is rapidly destroying the living standards of most layers of 
the population. With hyperinflation rampant (reaching an 
annual rate of 287 percent in March) and the economy in 
ruins, the right-wing government of Javier Milei elected 
last November promised neoliberal “shock therapy,” explic- 
itly modeling itself on the economic policies of Margaret 
Thatcher. It has aligned itself fully behind U.S. foreign pol- 
icy and is unreservedly committed to repaying billions of 
dollars of debt to the IMF and other imperialist creditors. 
To satisfy these vultures, Milei is imposing drastic auster- 
ity: slashing funding for the provinces, education, retire- 
ment and social services; eliminating subsidies; enforcing 
massive layoffs and threatening to sell large swaths of the 
country’s resources and services to foreign corporations. 

On the other side of this class war is the powerful work- 
ing class. To open the country fully to imperialist plunder, 
the Argentinian bourgeoisie needs to break the workers’ 
resistance. Since Milei’s election, there have been a num- 
ber of large demonstrations, partial strikes and two one-day 
general strikes called by the CGT and CTA union federa- 
tions. These have shown that there is a will to fight. How- 
ever, they have not succeeded in stemming Milei’s attacks 
and no sustained struggle is being organized. Milei has suc- 
ceeded in getting his reactionary Ley Bases (Basic Law) 
through Congress, winning approval from his imperialist 
masters. This law includes measures to privatize state- 
owned enterprises, restrict the right to strike, dismantle 
permanent contracts in favor of temp and precarious work 


and slash unemployment benefits. Meanwhile, repression 
is intensifying, with attacks on both trade unions and left 
organizations and new laws to prevent blocking the streets. 

Why have the partial struggles of the last months been 
ineffective? The bulk of the Argentinian working class is 
under the leadership of the bourgeois-nationalist Pero- 
nistas, who have clearly shown that they have no intention 
of seriously fighting against the government and are openly 
betraying workers’ interests. While opposing the worst of 
Milei’s attacks, the union bureaucracy preaches “social 
dialogue” with the government and respect for the parlia- 
mentary process. As they start from the premise that power 
must remain in the capitalists’ hands and that imperialist 
demands must be satisfied, what they seek to negotiate is 
just how much the workers will have to give up. They mobi- 
lize behind the slogan “La Patria no se vende” (“The Coun- 
try Is Not for Sale”), which expresses legitimate anger over 
the imperialist debt and the sale of Argentina’s national 
resources and industries to foreign companies. Yet the Per- 
onistas have no program to combat imperialism, as they 
have shown each time they are in government (see leaflet, 
page 19). 

Solving Argentina’s economic problems will require 
attacking both private property and the interests of the impe- 
rialists, which would directly threaten the Argentinian bour- 
geoisie’s own interests. The Peronistas uphold those interests 
and will therefore oppose any strategy, any method of class 
struggle capable of defeating the bourgeoisie, and instead 
seek an illusory compromise between labor and capital. It is 
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because of this program that the CGT has organized strikes 
in a way that causes minimal disruption (weeks or months 
apart, often for only a few hours at a time) and not to provoke 
a major crisis that forces the government to back down. Its 
whole perspective is to wait for the next election in the hope 
of getting a new Peronista government. This would simply 
perpetuate the cycle of Peronista and neoliberal govern- 
ments administering the imperialist plunder of the country, 
which led to Milei’s victory in the first place. 

To the left of the Peronistas, we find the largest move- 
ment of ostensible Trotskyists in the world. Most are organ- 
ized in the FIT-U (Frente de Izquierda y de Trabajadores 
Unidad, or Workers and Left Front-Unity), an electoral alli- 
ance of four organizations which have tens of thousands of 
supporters: Partido Obrero (PO), Movimiento Socialista de 
los Trabajadores (MST), Partido de los Trabajadores Social- 
istas (PTS) and Izquierda Socialista. There are also dozens 
of smaller Trotskyist groups, plus assorted Maoists. As the 
MST noted at their recent conference: 


“Argentina is often seen from the outside...as a place where 
there is a very large concentration of revolutionaries, there 
are cadres formed in decades of struggle, there is a working 
class that has not been defeated, and from this working class 
revolutionary socialist activists have emerged in a quantity 
and quality that from the outside often gives the impression 
that we are on the verge of resolving [the country’s] prob- 
lems.... But we have to discuss why, with this concentration, 
with such an important tool [the FIT-U], we still have not 
managed to convince significant layers of the working class 
to see us as an alternative.” 
—‘“E] Congreso del MST y las propuestas al Frente de 
Izquierda Unidad,” mst.org.ar, 10 April 


This is a very good question. 


A Rising Tide of Struggle? 


The answer starts with the way in which the left views the 
current state of the struggle against Milei. For months after 
his election, they painted a rosy picture of a government on 
the ropes—paralyzed by internal squabbles and incapable 
of getting its first Omnibus Bill through Congress—while 
playing up the size of the mobilizations against him. Some 
of the FIT-U parties have dampened their optimism since 
the Ley Bases was voted, but their method is still to portray 
the situation as a rising tide of struggle. According to this 


SPARTACIST 


Police repress 
protesters with tear 
gas, water cannons 
and rubber bullets 
outside Congress 
building while 
Senate passes 
Milei’s reactionary 
Ley Bases, 12 June. 


logic, Milei’s attacks will automatically impel ever greater 
layers to take up the fight, and struggle will increase incre- 
mentally thanks to a tradition of democratic grassroots 
organization. With no decisive role to play today, the task 
for Trotskyists becomes simply to support existing strug- 
gles, put pressure on the current leaderships to step them 
up, call for assemblies and wait for the tide to rise. 

However, reality shows that the struggle is in a state of 
dangerous stagnation. It is clear that the strategy of calling 
a one-day general strike every three months poses no real 
threat to the government. Smaller, isolated strikes are often 
called off with no decent offer on the table. On 23 April, 
a million people took to the streets to protest drastic cuts 
that threaten the closure of universities. The left hailed this 
as a great movement. But the next day, everyone was back 
in school. The protest did not give rise to a student move- 
ment against Milei and no national mobilizations have been 
called to follow it up. Teachers waged a two-day strike in 
June, but since the government released limited funds to 
keep the universities ticking for a few more months, no fur- 
ther action is being organized. The attacks on universities 
have not been defeated and the left has no proposal for what 
to do next beyond vague calls for assemblies and plans of 
struggle. With every passing day, the government consoli- 
dates itself further. If there is not a clear path forward, the 
risk is that apathy and demoralization will take over and the 
working class will face a historic defeat. 

The urgent task for Trotskyists in Argentina is to break 
workers from the Peronistas. If this is not achieved, there 
will be no victory against Milei, much less a socialist revo- 
lution. Recent struggles have shown that the working class 
still overwhelmingly follows the current leadership of the 
union federations. When the union bureaucracy calls a gen- 
eral strike, it is widely observed and effectively shuts down 
the country. On the other hand, when unions refuse to call 
for protest, such as when the Ley Bases was being debated 
in the Senate, protests are limited to the left, with no signif- 
icant participation by the organized working class. 

To break the influence of the Peronistas, the left must 
provide a genuine alternative to the unrestrained national 
subordination offered by Milei, a path that fuses the just 
desire for national liberation from imperialist oppression 
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with the fight for social liberation. What is posed point 
blank is the need to repudiate the betrayals of the union 
leadership and unify all sectors of the oppressed behind the 
power of the industrial working class, under a leadership 
prepared to confront both the domestic rulers and the impe- 
rialists who stand behind them. 

While the parties in the FIT-U are quite capable of 
denouncing the bureaucracy’s betrayals, their main critique 
is simply that union leaders are not sufficiently combat- 
ive. For example, at the lone protest organized by PO and 
Izquierda Socialista in Buenos Aires for the 9 May national 
strike, both organizations proposed pursuing the struggle 
not by counterposing a revolutionary strategy to the CGT’s 
prostration before the government, not with a plan to fight 
imperialist oppression, but with a call on the CGT to make 
the next strike (at some unspecified date) 36 hours instead 
of 24 and to organize a demonstration that day. They con- 
cluded with an appeal for this union leadership, which has 
no intention of struggling, to come up with a...“plan of 
struggle.” This amounted to pressuring the bureaucracy to 
be a little more radical on the basis of its existing, thor- 
oughly defeatist program—a sure road to ruin. 


Against Sectarian Boycott of the Unions 


At the same time, the left seizes on the very real betrayals 
of the bureaucracy to put forward a sectarian perspective, 
calling for organizing “independently,” 1.e., separately from 
the bulk of the working class. To the Peronista-led unions, 
they counterpose struggle through alternative organ- 
izations that are supposedly independent and more mili- 
tant: neighborhood assemblies, piqueteros (unemployed and 
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semi-employed picketers), combative or “anti-bureaucratic” 
unions (usually a reference to those led by Trotskyists), 
autoconvocados (self-organized groups), action committees, 
retirees, social movements, etc. Obviously, it is important 
to organize those sectors. But by counterposing them to the 
CGT and CTA unions, the left is dodging the fundamental 
obstacle of the union bureaucracies instead of fighting at 
the base of the unions to replace them with a revolutionary 
leadership. This means accepting that it’s impossible to win 
the working class away from the Peronistas. 

This betrayal was expressed very starkly on May Day. 
While the unions called a demonstration attended by more 
than 300,000 workers, the majority of the left either boycot- 
ted it outright (PTS, MST, the Maoists and many smaller 
Trotskyist groups) or organized “independent columns” 
on the margins of the demo that did not mingle with the 
CGT-organized workers (PO, Izquierda Socialista). 

The PTS dismissed the CGT mobilization as a “symbolic 
act” (laizquierdadiario.com, 1 May), while the MST went as 
far as calling it a “reactionary march” (mst.org.ar, 2 May). 
Other groups argued that the CGT was totally discredited 
and there were no illusions in it, that workers who attended 
were complicit in their leaders’ betrayals, that going to this 
union demonstration was a capitulation to the bureaucracy, 
or even that no workers would come to it. Instead, on the 
grounds that the leadership of the trade unions is selling 
workers out to the government—which is true—they each 
organized their own, separate activities. This meant divid- 
ing the working class and abandoning the fight for leader- 
ship of the unions, leaving workers who came out to protest 
Milei’s attacks in the hands of the Peronistas. 
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Left: Massive demonstration of CGT unions 
in Buenos Aires, 1 May. Right: Trotskyists 
called their own events away from organized 
working class, offering no challenge to its 
Peronista leadership. 
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Juan Grabois 
“institutionalized social dia- 
logue” with Milei government rather than waging a 
real struggle. 


CGT union tops preach 


The ICL intervened both in the CGT-organized demon- 
stration and at a number of the separate Trotskyist activities. 
At events organized by the FIT-U parties, their Congres- 
sional deputies gave fiery speeches opposing imperialism, 
defending Palestine and calling for socialist revolution. But 
all this rhetoric is meaningless if it is not directed toward 
breaking the working class from its current leaders. Work- 
ers won’t be convinced to do this by socialists going to a 
separate location and proclaiming the need for revolution 
while refusing to fight in the unions against a bureaucracy 
that is utterly opposed to such a perspective. It is necessary 
to intervene in the CGT and CTA unions themselves and 
take part in the fight at individual workplaces, putting for- 
ward at each step what needs to be done and linking day-to- 
day struggles to a strategy to fight the imperialist plunder of 
the country. That would allow workers to test their leaders 
in action, and show concretely that they refuse to do what is 
necessary to win. 

The FIT-U parties call for a plan of struggle...up to and 
including a general strike. Of course, this is sorely needed. 
But to state the obvious, it cannot happen without the active 
participation of the bulk of the industrial working class. 
Calls for a general strike are empty without a strategy to 
replace the current leadership of the trade unions with one 
based on a fundamentally different program. 

Argentinian Trotskyists must urgently change course and 
break with their sectarianism. Milei’s attacks threaten to 
destroy many of the very gains that form the basis of the 
Peronistas’ support among the oppressed (nationalizations, 
subsidies, social programs, etc.). The workers movement, 
including those who still support the Peronistas, has an 
objective interest in defeating these attacks. The situation 
is ripe for Trotskyists to aggressively appeal to the trade 
unions for united-front action to defend workers’ basic liv- 
ing conditions. This would both advance the struggle and 
help expose their current leadership. As Trotsky motivated: 

“The Communist Party proves to the masses and their organ- 
izations its readiness in action to wage battle in common 
with them for aims, no matter how modest, so long as they 
lie on the road of the historical development of the proletar- 
iat; the Communist Party in this struggle takes into account 
the actual condition of the class at each given moment; it 


turns not only to the masses, but also to those organizations 
whose leadership is recognized by the masses; it confronts 
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the reformist organizations before the eyes of the masses 
with the real problems of the class struggle. The policy of 
the united front hastens the revolutionary development of 
the class by revealing in the open that the common struggle 
is undermined not by the disruptive acts of the Communist 
Party but by the conscious sabotage of the leaders of the 
Social Democracy.” 
—“What Next? Vital Questions for the German 
Proletariat” (January 1932) 


For a FIT-U/CGT/CTA Government! 


One of the reasons there aren’t more sustained mobiliza- 
tions is that while workers support demands for canceling 
the debt, wage increases linked to inflation and opposition 
to privatizations, they do not see who is going to accom- 
plish this. As the MST noted at their conference, “Many 
workers tell us this can’t go on. But they also tell us, but if 
Milei goes, then what? The old leaders from the past will 
come back.” This is true: One of the reasons for Milei’s 
popularity is that the previous Peronista government was 
rightly hated for leading the country into hyperinflation 
and economic chaos. The MST argues that the FIT-U has 
to counterpose an alternative to the Peronistas. Yes, it does. 
But its solution is to call for a congress with the aim of 
opening the FIT-U to “combative sectors” and social move- 
ments, once again leaving the leadership of the unions 
unchallenged. 

Most of the left readily agrees that we should call for 
repudiating the foreign debt, expropriating the banks and 
nationalizing industry. Indeed, they call for these things 
themselves. But to actually carry this out and provide an 
alternative to the dead ends of a neoliberal government or 
a return to the hated Peronistas, it is necessary to have a 
perspective of political struggle for workers power. This is 
exactly what both the union bureaucracy and the Trotskyists 
don’t have. The ICL’s 7 May leaflet on Argentina (see page 
21) argues for a concrete plan of struggle that addresses 
the main problems the population is currently facing and 
links this to the perspective of a FIT-U/CGT/CTA workers 
government. 

But all the FIT-U parties object to this. Why? Because 
it includes the unions, and those are led by traitors. These 
objections miss the crucial point: For the unions to fight for 
a workers government, the Peronista leadership needs to be 
removed and replaced with genuine revolutionaries. If any- 
thing, what the FIT-U’s objections reveal is that they simply 
cannot comprehend that the task of communists is to lead 
the unions in place of the Peronistas—not least by aiming 
for a government of trade unions and revolutionary parties, 
1.e., a workers government. 

Many of the smaller Trotskyist groups outside the FIT-U 
object to including the FIT-U parties in our call for a workers 
government because the FIT-U is focused overwhelmingly on 
electoralism and breeds illusions that Milei can be defeated 
through parliament. While this criticism of the FIT-U parties 
is correct, they nonetheless represent the political vanguard 
of the working class in Argentina and the principal obsta- 
cle to building a revolutionary opposition to the Peronistas 
inside the unions. The FIT-U cannot simply be dismissed. 

The most serious argument against our call is raised 
by groups arguing that now is not the time to raise the 
slogan for an alternative government: The working class 

continued on page 20 
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Argentina 


To Defeat Milei, Fight for 
National Liberation! 
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The following article was published as a Spanish Sparta- 
cist supplement on 19 January. 

Argentina has been in a deep crisis for decades with no 
end in sight. The Argentine people confront rampant hyper- 
inflation, poverty wages, attacks on basic labor rights and 
the weight of an exorbitant debt on their backs. The elec- 
tion of right-winger Milei 
was a reactionary response to 
the desperate situation of the 
masses and to a country in 
ruins. Subjugation to imperi- 
alism is the cause of the crisis 
and, in fact, what determines 
every aspect of the social, 
political and economic life of 
the country. Various Peroni- 
sta governments—responsible 
for administering the oppres- 
sion, plunder and humiliation 
of Argentina at the hands of 
the imperialists—are the ones 
who have paved the way for 
Milei. 

The program of Peronismo 
has shown at every step its 
inability to carry the struggle 
against imperialist domination to the end, and historically 
it has been the main obstacle to this task. On the one hand, 
some of the measures that the Peronistas have taken, such 
as restrictions on imports and the fact that they’ve main- 
tained the nationalizations of key sectors of industry, have 
been enough to anger the imperialists. With these measures, 
the Argentine bourgeoisie seeks to wrest a little independ- 
ence. On the other hand, developing the country and get- 
ting it out of crisis requires breaking with the imperial- 
ists, something the Peronistas are neither willing nor able 
to do. Thus, the Peronistas’ half-measures infuriate impe- 
rialism while keeping the Argentine people impoverished, 
plunging the country into chaos. Milei’s appeal was that 
he offered a break with the status quo by aligning himself 
fully behind U.S. imperialism, sweeping away all obstacles 
to foreign investment, taking more money from the IMF, 


“[The Latin American countries] will be able 
to achieve their full liberation, if at the head 
of the masses stand truly revolutionary, anti- 
imperialist parties and trade unions. From 
tragic historic circumstances one cannot 
escape by trickery, hollow phrases, and petty 
lies. We must tell the masses the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth.” 


— Trotsky, “Anti-Imperialist Struggle Is 
Key to Liberation” (September 1938) 


dollarizing the economy and privatizing all state industry. 

The CGT and other labor federations have called for a 
nationwide general strike on 24 January. However, the union 
bureaucracy’s whole strategy does not offer any answer as to 
how to get out of the crisis facing Argentina. They want to 
stop Milei’s attacks and reforms without having any solution 
to the cause of the problem: 
imperialist subjugation. They 
try to alleviate the symptoms 
without attacking the disease. 
This perspective necessarily 
looks to return to the pop- 
ulist status quo that led to 
Milei’s rise in the first place. 
Fighting Milei with the Per- 
onistas only guarantees the 
continuation of the cycle of 
imperialist humiliation. The 
fight against Milei requires 
unleashing the only force 
capable of defeating imperial- 
ism: the Argentine proletariat. 
But Peronismo will never do 
this because the revolutionary 
mobilization of the working 
class would threaten the very 
system of private property that it represents, calling into ques- 
tion the very existence of the Argentine bourgeoisie. 

For its part the FIT-U [Workers and Left Front-Unity, also 
called Frente de Izquierda], an alliance of several organiza- 
tions claiming to be Trotskyist [one of which is affiliated 
with Left Voice in the U.S.], also does not offer a revolu- 
tionary program to get Argentina out of the quagmire. They 
criticize the trade-union bureaucracy for not being militant 
enough and for supporting Peronismo. But they don’t seek to 
break the grip of Peronismo on the working class by show- 
ing how Peronismo holds back the struggle for Argentina’s 
liberation from imperialism. Instead, they disappear the cen- 
trality of the anti-imperialist struggle out of fear that the fight 
against imperialism will inevitably lead to capitulation to the 
bourgeoisie. No! The only way to get rid of the influence of 

continued on page 20 
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Peronismo and nationalism in the workers movement is by 
showing that Trotskyists are the only consistent fighters for 
national liberation. 

The problem of the left, and more specifically of the organ- 
izations that claim to be Trotskyist in Argentina, is nothing 
new. On the one side there are those who, under the pretext of 
the anti-imperialist struggle, liquidate their banners in order 
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to tail the national bourgeoisie. On the other side are those 
who in the name of class independence and Marxist purity 
refuse to fight for the leadership of this struggle. Both cur- 
rents capitulate to imperialism and have contributed to the 
populists remaining at the head of the masses without a chal- 
lenge, which is also a capitulation to nationalism. The FIT-U 
must reorient itself. The urgent task for the Argentine left is 
to provide a genuine alternative to the unrestrained national 
subordination offered by Milei, a path that fuses the national 
and social liberation of Argentina. The cost of not doing this is 
guaranteeing the continued hegemony of the Peronistas over 
the workers movement, which can only strengthen 
reaction and ensure defeat. 

The fulfillment of any basic aspiration of the work- 
ing class and the oppressed requires freeing Argentina 
from the yoke of Washington. Calls for “permanent 
assemblies,” “general strikes” and “struggle commit- 
tees” mean nothing without this program. The needs 
of the Argentine proletariat and people are clear: 

¢ Cancel the debt! 

e Expropriate the banks! 

e Nationalize all industry! 

By organizing the struggle around these demands, 
through its own methods and for its own ends, the 
working class will necessarily confront the interests 
of imperialist finance capital and its local lackeys. 
We call on the workers federations and the Frente de 
Izquierda y de Trabajadores-Unidad to lead the strug- 
gle against Milei while raising the above slogans. 

For the national liberation of Argentina through 
socialist revolution! 


Hot Air... 
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is not ready for taking power, the period is not revolution- 
ary, it’s necessary to wait until there is more sustained 
action around economic demands before putting forward 
a perspective of political struggle against the government. 
Obviously, the working class is not ready to launch a direct 
struggle for power. But it is only by organizing today 
toward this goal that we can advance the workers’ cause. 
To convince workers to make the sacrifices necessary to 
wage effective struggle, particularly with massive unem- 
ployment and skyrocketing inflation, they need to know not 
only what they are fighting against but also what they are 
fighting for. 

In his writings on France, Trotsky wrote an entire 
polemic against the Communist Party which, at a time 
of dire crisis, sought to limit the struggle to economic 
demands and refused to pose the question of which class 
should rule. He wrote: 


“The outline of the immediate demands is given in vague 
general terms: against wage cuts, for increased social insur- 
ance, for collective bargaining, ‘against inflation’, etc. Noth- 
ing is said about the character that the struggle for these 
demands can and must have under the conditions of the pres- 
ent crisis. However, every worker knows that with two mil- 


lion partially or wholly unemployed, the ordinary trade union 
struggle for collective bargaining is utopian. Under present 
conditions, in order to force the capitalists to make important 
concessions, we must break their wills; this can be done only 
by a revolutionary offensive. But a revolutionary offensive, 
which opposes one class to another, cannot be developed 
solely under slogans of partial economic demands.... 

“The masses understand or feel that, under the conditions of 
the crisis and of unemployment, partial economic conflicts 
require unheard-of sacrifices which will never be justified 
in any case by the results obtained. The masses wait for and 
demand other and more efficacious methods. Messrs. Strate- 
gists, learn from the masses: they are guided by a sure revo- 
lutionary instinct.” 

—“Once Again, Whither France?” (March 1935) 


The course of the Argentinian left is pointing toward 
disaster. The only way out of Argentina’s crisis is to unite 
all the oppressed behind the power of the organized work- 
ing class. Socialists must forge militant caucuses in the 
unions and seek to organize united-front actions in order to 
combat the bureaucrats and replace them with a leadership 
that will fight to win the class struggle and stop the impe- 
rialist plunder of the country. That is, a leadership that will 
organize the coming battles based on the understanding that 
the oppressed class must topple the oppressor and prepare 
to confront the U.S. imperialists. Such a perspective would 
have wide appeal throughout Latin America and in all the 
other countries the imperialists are squeezing as they seek 
to shore up their increasingly unstable order. m 
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Workers Are Being Led 


to a Historic Defeat 


The following leaflet was issued as a Spanish Spartacist 
supplement on 7 May. 

The entire left is in denial. Milei is moving forward with 
his reactionary plan to smash the workers movement and 
sell the country to the imperialists. And the truth is that he 
faces no serious opposition. The union bureaucracy is openly 
betraying our interests: while they organize demonstrations 
and strikes once in a while, they have clearly shown that they 
do not want to confront the government. In fact, they have 
done the opposite. Their rotten “Social Contract” with the 
government sells out the workers to Milei. If things continue 
this way, the workers movement will suffer a historic defeat, 
with catastrophic consequences for all of Latin America. 

But the left criminally refuses to change the course of 
events and challenge the current leadership of the workers 
movement. They can criticize the union bureaucracy and 
call for national strikes, but they do not seek to mobilize the 
rank and file of the unions to repudiate the betrayal of their 
leaderships and fight against the plundering of the nation. 


Spartaciet 
ICL intervening at Trotskyist demonstration 
in Buenos Aires, 1 May. 


WAKERUP: 


This bankruptcy was clearly seen on May Day. Most of 
the left boycotted the union demonstration and called for 
“independent” demonstrations separate from the bulk of the 
working class. They claimed that the union bureaucracy is 
totally discredited and there are no illusions in it, or treated 
workers going to protests called by the CGT union federation 
as if they were complicit in their leaders’ betrayals. Instead 
of offering the tens of thousands of unionized workers a true 
opposition to the CGT bureaucracy, the left isolated itself in 
its own castle. This meant leaving the working class in the 
hands of their Peronist leadership, without any challenge. 

Meanwhile, the FIT-U [electoral coalition of Trotskyist 
organizations] has no idea how to advance the struggle. It 
cheered the massive 23 April mobilization against the threat- 
ened closure of universities. But the next day, everybody was 
back in class as if nothing had happened. No further univer- 
sity mobilizations or strikes have been called. Nobody has 
any serious proposal about how to advance the struggle to 
defeat Milei after the 9 May general strike. 

The left must urgently change course. It must unite around 
a clear plan of struggle, take this plan to the unions and use 
it to throw out the current treacherous leaders. 


We propose the following program: 


FOR A FIGHTING FRONT AGAINST 
THE PLUNDERING OF THE NATION! 


~—  N 
Marxist Principles and 


Electoral Tactics Revisited 
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For a Workers and Farmers Government! Peace and Socialism! 
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Long tradition of socialist campaigns for U.S. president: Eugene Debs, Socialist Party candidate in 1920; 
Socialist Workers Party ticket, 1948; William Z. Foster and James W. Ford, Communist Party candidates, 1932. 


In March, the ICL International Executive Committee 
(IEC) voted to correct the position we took in 2007 that it 
was unprincipled for Marxists to both participate in elections 
for executive offices in capitalist governments and to take 
such offices. Repudiating the article “Marxist Principles 
and Electoral Tactics” (Spartacist English edition No. 61, 
Spring 2009), the IEC motion stressed that contesting exec- 
utive offices was necessary for “breaking the illusions of the 
working class in bourgeois democracy, strengthening the 
class struggle against the bourgeoisie and advancing the 
fight for proletarian power.” 

Printed below is a document by Vincent David that pro- 
vided the basis for the motion. It has been edited for Spar- 
tacist, with a slight addition based on discussion at the IEC 
meeting. We dedicate it to the memory of Ed Kartsen (1953- 
2023) and Marjorie Stamberg (1944-2024), who fought for 
communism in bourgeois elections and beyond. 

The year 2024 will see a record number of national 
elections taking place. As the decline of U.S. hegemony 
brings increased turmoil and instability, all these elec- 
tions will reflect growing polarization and deep social dis- 
content and will see the participation and, in some cases, 
likely victory of open challengers to the liberal status quo 
of the last decades, mainly from the populist right. The 
increased political activity offered by the election periods 
gives us an opportunity to propagate our ideas and advance 
the struggle to build a Marxist pole against the defenders 
of the brittle liberal order and its reactionary opponents. 
To do so properly, the ICL must first rid itself of the left- 
overs of the sectarian and doctrinaire method saddling us 
in this field. 


Many comrades have argued that the article “Marxist 
Principles and Electoral Tactics” is wrong. Indeed, it is. But 
it is one thing to say so and to collect quotes from Engels, 
Lenin and the Comintern to expose how false its various 
arguments are. It is another to properly attack its entire 
method and counterpose another method—a Marxist one. 

The task of the proletarian revolution regarding bourgeois 
democracy was clarified by our movement long ago. Bour- 
geois democracy is a facade for the rule of capital, which 
must be replaced by workers democracy (soviets), together 
with the replacement of the capitalist state machinery by 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. But the mass of politi- 
cally advanced workers in various countries still has illu- 
sions in bourgeois democracy. Such illusions vary from 
the belief that electing pro-working-class politicians can 
advance workers’ conditions to thinking that socialism can 
be achieved by parliamentary means. Therefore, the central 
question for communists is how to break such illusions. Any 
discussion about our approach to elections that does not start 
from this point is meaningless chatter. 

And that is precisely what the Spartacist article is. Its 
approach to executive posts and elections has nothing to 
do with fighting illusions in bourgeois democracy. Despite 
acknowledging how widespread they are, the article pro- 
poses absolutely nothing to combat them apart from abstract 
propaganda and the false answer of abstaining from par- 
ticipation in elections to executive offices. The peg of this 
article was to repudiate the ICL’s former position that com- 
munists could run for executive offices provided that they 
declare they would not take such posts. But that position, 
too, had nothing to do with the main point: how to break 
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illusions in the capitalist state and 
parliamentarism. Both positions, 
and crucially the method behind 
them, are classic examples of for- 
malistic thinking and scholasti- 
cism completely alien to Marxism. 


Scholasticism vs. Marxism 


The method of the Spartacist 
article consists in propagating 
abstract Marxist principles and 
evaluating political positions on 
this basis, totally divorced from 
the living struggles of the masses 
and the bourgeois illusions they 
hold. This idealist gymnastics is 
supported with a vast array of past 
Marxist writings, employed not as 
a guide to action but as timeless 
scripture. 

Everything is considered in a 
void, with each new proclaimed 
“extension” of the work of the 
Communist International only suc- 
ceeding in removing ourselves fur- 
ther from the realities and strug- 
gles of the working class. This is because the main concern 
driving this method is not the struggle for leadership of the 
masses but the quest to find a talisman which can prevent 
potential opportunism on our part. The logic is: if you don’t 
want to drown, don’t get into the water. 

A problem in the discussion up to now has been to crit- 
icize the Spartacist article simply on a theoretical level, 


MARJORIE ERG FOR MAYOR 
ED KARTSEN For MANH. BORO PRES. 


KICK QUT KOCH! DUMP TRUMP! 
STOP RACIST COP TERROR, 


VOTE SPARTACIST 4 NOV5 


¢ , Marjorie 
Stamberg 
For Mayor 


Workers Vanguard 
The Spartacist League ran Marjorie Stamberg for 
New York City mayor and Ed Kartsen for Manhattan 
borough president in 1985. 
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Petrograd Soviet, 1917. 


showing how its account of the history of the Marxist 
movement on this question was false and counterposing 
what the Comintern and Lenin actually said. The effect 
has been to repeat Marxist principles but put aside the key 
question, which is how to fight for them. In the process, 
many comrades have gotten lost in particular historical or 
theoretical arguments and speculation about this or that sit- 
uation without exposing the article’s anti-Marxist method. 

In contrast, the Marxist method consists in approaching 
each question from the standpoint of advancing the class 
struggle toward proletarian revolution. Marxist principles 
must be applied concretely. Strategy and tactics must be 
based on the objective interests of the working class, start- 
ing from its actual experience and always going back to it, 
in order to attack its existing illusions and its current lead- 
ership. Revolutionary leadership consists not in upholding 
fixed principles or past writings but in the capacity of the 
vanguard to wield principles to guide the working class 
through events, distilling their lessons and putting forward 
a path of struggle corresponding to the current conjuncture 
and advancing the workers’ interests. 

It is with this framework that we must approach the ques- 
tion of elections, and of executive posts more particularly. In 
the real world, and not in the imaginary fiction of formalists 
for whom principles float in the void, the vast majority of 
workers still cling to bourgeois democracy. Those who might 
come to accept the necessity of attacking bourgeois property 
or even expropriating the capitalist class want to know why 
it is not possible to do so through the executive posts of the 
capitalist state and through bourgeois-democratic means. 

They will not come over to our view simply through 
theoretical arguments over the class character of the state 
and democracy. Rather, they want and need to test things 
in living reality, through practical experience. A revolution- 
ary organization aspiring to become more than a tiny dis- 
cussion group must be ready and willing to accompany the 
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workers in this process, not by sharing their illusions but by 
helping them come to the conclusion that bourgeois democ- 
racy stands as a guardian of the rule of capital and that they 
need their own organs of class rule. 

It is impossible to guide the working class and shatter 
its illusions in bourgeois democracy if we remove ourselves 
from the electoral contest. To demonstrate how parliamen- 
tarism is a tool of deception which must be replaced by 
workers democracy, we must be within parliament. Com- 
munists work in that arena to unmask the hypocrisy of par- 
liamentarism, the bourgeoisie and the labor lackeys, seek- 
ing to demonstrate and exacerbate the inevitable opposition 
between the burning needs of the masses and the obstacle 
that parliamentarism erects on the way to their resolution. 
As Lenin argued against the ultraleftists: 

“Whilst you lack the strength to do away with bourgeois par- 
liaments and every other type of reactionary institution, you 
must work within them because it is there that you will still 
find workers who are duped by the priests and stultified by 
the conditions of rural life; otherwise you risk turning into 
nothing but windbags.” 
—“Left-Wing” Communism—An Infantile Disorder 
(1920) 

The same method applies to executive posts. There exist 
profound illusions among working people of all countries 
in the possibility of achieving radical change—even social- 
ist transformation—through control of the capitalist state, 
whether on a national or a municipal level. Whatever we 
may wish, it is almost a law of history that the sharp social 
and political crises that will impel the proletarian masses 
into struggle will also push them to try to “lay hold of the 
ready-made state machinery, and wield it for its own pur- 
poses” (Karl Marx, The Civil War in France, 1871). 

The role of revolutionaries is not to stand aside and 
denounce such enterprises as unprincipled but to guide the 
workers through such experience. That does not mean to tail 
them but to make use of every crisis to facilitate their coming 
to realize that their aspirations require a break with refor- 
mism and an inevitable confrontation with the bourgeoisie. 

It is grotesque to reject “on principle” participation in a 
particular type of election or post. As long as the masses 
place their hopes in elections to executive posts, we must 
seek to participate in them and guide them through this 
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“Whilst you lack the strength to do away with bourgeois 
parliaments 
institution, you must work within them because it is 
there that you will still find workers who are duped by 
the priests and stultified by the conditions of rural life; 
otherwise you risk turning into nothing but windbags.” 
—“Left-Wing” Communism—An Infantile Disorder 


and every other type of reactionary 


(1920) 


stage of their political awakening. And if the workers elect 
us and demand that we fight in this post, we must do it! 
Not as reformists who adapt to the posts and not to comfort 
workers’ illusions but to make the clearest possible case that 
a gradualist road to the conquest of power is blocked by the 
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie and its state machinery. 

Simply put, and what has been repudiated, is that the pur- 
pose of the revolutionary party is to guide the working class 
toward revolution. Comrades pondering if we can or cannot 
run for or take this or that executive post in general must 
stop posing the question in such an idealist way (and I am 
speaking here of all executive posts, including chief of police, 
judge, etc.). The method that consists in entangling the party 
in rigid and abstract dogmas, whose sole practical effect is to 
cut ourselves off from the movements of the masses, is typical 
of tiny, isolated organizations that have become comfortable 
in their position. It is petty bourgeois through and through. 

As long as we are not strong enough to do away with exec- 
utive posts—that is, as long as we are not strong enough to 
establish a workers government—we must work within these 
reactionary institutions and engage with the workers on that 
terrain. Otherwise, we are nothing but windbags. 


Dialectical Relationship Between Principles 
and Political Struggles 


The method of the Spartacist article is a rejection of dia- 
lectical materialism. However, one could argue that the most 
frontal attack on the Marxist method is not so much the 
position of refusing to run for executive posts but the way we 
gave birth to a new “principle.” The article states: 

“Our earlier practice [of running for executive posts] con- 
formed to that of the Comintern and Fourth International. 
This does not mean that we acted in an unprincipled way 
in the past: the principle had never been recognized as such 
either by our forebears or by ourselves. Programs do evolve, 
aS new issues arise and we critically scrutinize the work of 
our revolutionary predecessors.” 


Against the Internationalist Group (IG), which denounced 
the concoction of this “principle” and defended our past 
practice, we argue: 

“In following the practice of our revolutionary forebears, our 


previous position was not subjectively unprincipled. But the 
IG’s continuing defense of such campaigns is unprincipled.” 


So, we are to believe that the line between principled and 
unprincipled action in the electoral realm is...a motion at 
the 2007 ICL International Conference. From the moment 
this motion is adopted, the principle is “recognized” and 
anyone who does not abide by it betrays Marxism. As for our 
past practice, as well as that of the entire Marxist movement 
before 2007, it was not “subjectively unprincipled” (maybe 
it was “objectively” unprincipled?) because the motion had 
not yet been adopted! 
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“Though he may swear by Marxism in every sentence, the sectarian 
is the direct negation of dialectical materialism, which takes 
experience as its point of departure and always returns to it. A 
sectarian does not understand the dialectical action and reaction 
between a finished program and a living—that is to say, imperfect 


and unfinished—mass struggle.” 


—“Sectarianism, Centrism, and the Fourth International” 


(October 1935) 


It is true that “programs do evolve.” But not according to 
motions voted by tiny organizations which suddenly recog- 
nize principles when they appear in their heads. Programs and 
principles evolve with the development of the class struggle. 
The birth of the proletariat was the precondition for the birth 
of scientific socialism. The 1848 revolutions showed the need 
for the independent party of the proletariat. The Paris Com- 
mune gave rise to the understanding that the proletariat needs 
to break up the existing state and create its own. The First 
World War marked the era of imperialism and the need for a 
split with social-chauvinism. And so on and so forth through 
the Russian Revolution and its degeneration to the birth of 
deformed workers states and capitalist counterrevolutions, etc. 

What was the groundbreaking development in the class 
struggle that led us to codify that running for executive 
offices had become incompatible with the proletarian rev- 
olution? The question was not even posed in these terms. 
Ditto for the position we had previously held. 

Marxist principles are condensed lessons of the victories 
and defeats of the revolutionary proletariat. They are, by 
definition, abstractions which must constantly be applied to 
the realities of the struggle of the working class at a given 
juncture in order to guide the actions of the vanguard. In 
turn, the workers cannot be won to Marxism unless they 
come to see its principles as vital for the conduct of their 
struggles and the advancement of their interests. An insepa- 
rable dialectical relationship ties the principles of Marxism 
to the class struggle. As Trotsky wrote in “Sectarianism, 
Centrism, and the Fourth International’ (October 1935): 

“Though he may swear by Marxism in every sentence, the sec- 
tarian is the direct negation of dialectical materialism, which 
takes experience as its point of departure and always returns to 
it. A sectarian does not understand the dialectical action and 


reaction between a finished program and a living—that is to 
say, imperfect and unfinished—mass struggle.” 


“If you want to learn 
to swim, jump into the 
water. On dry land no 
frame of mind is ever 


going to help you.” 
—Bruce Lee 
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This brilliant remark precisely captures our former method. 
Starting from correct principles—the nature of the capital- 
ist state and Marx’s lesson from the Paris Commune—that 
method completely rejects and brands as reformism the need 
to engage in the “imperfect and unfinished mass struggle” in 
order to fight for these principles. Instead, only the finished 
program matters, and in the name of not fueling illusions in 
the capitalist state, we dictate that Marxists must withdraw 
from elections for its executive posts. The practical result is 
to leave this field to bourgeois and reformist forces, which 
in turn guarantees the continued prevalence and even the 
strengthening of the illusions we claim to oppose. This is 
nothing but the liquidation of the revolutionary party. 

We certainly tried to drape this scholasticism in Marxist 
language. For example, here is how we posed the issue in 
the opening lines of the article: 

“Behind the question of running for executive office stands 
the fundamental counterposition between reformism and 
Marxism: Can the proletariat use bourgeois democracy and 
the bourgeois state to achieve a peaceful transition to social- 
ism? Or, rather, must the proletariat smash the old state 
machinery, and in its place create a new state to impose its 
own class rule—the dictatorship of the proletariat—to sup- 
press and expropriate the capitalist exploiters?” 

Anyone who loses sight of the fundamental point might 
be lured by such a display of orthodoxy. Who could con- 
test such ABCs of Marxism? But this collection of orthodox 
formulations only serves to obscure the fundamental point 
regarding the “question of running for executive office”: 
that before the proletariat can establish its own dictatorship, 
it must first be broken from reformism! Instead of the dia- 
lectical process connecting these two questions—that is, 
instead of posing the problem as breaking the working class 
from reformism and winning it to Marxism—the article 
presents two motionless objects, put side by side and never 
to clash with each other. 

To summarize in the simplest terms: one cannot separate 
the principle that parliamentarism must be replaced by soviet 
power from the struggle to win over the working class to this 
understanding. Anyone who severs the relationship between 
principles and political struggle is condemned to vegetate 
in isolation. 
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Eichhorn and the Spartakist Uprising 


Repudiating the ICL’s opposition to contesting and 
holding executive government offices requires correct- 
ing as well the Spartacist No. 65 (Summer 2017) arti- 
cle, “The Police and the 1918-19 German Revolution.” 
Criticizing our 1994 pamphlet Militant Labour’s Touch- 
ing Faith in the Capitalist State, the article condemned 
the work of Emil Eichhorn, a left-wing member of the 
Independent Social Democratic Party (USPD) who led 
insurgent workers in disarming the police in Berlin in 
November 1918. Taking over as head of the police, Eich- 
horn recruited a militia of thousands of socialist workers 
and soldiers. After Prussian authorities fired him in Jan- 
uary 1919, workers rose in an insurrection known as the 
Spartakist Uprising, which was murderously suppressed 
by the Social Democratic government. 

Addressing Eichhorn’s role in these events, our 1994 
pamphlet correctly asserted: 


“Eichhorn was not a bourgeois cop, and neither were the 
core of his forces. In a situation of revolutionary turmoil, 


This applies as well to the position taken in 2019 that 
it was unprincipled for revolutionaries to run for the Euro- 
pean Parliament (see Spartacist No. 66, Spring 2020). On 
the contrary, as long as there are illusions in the European 
Union, Marxists must conduct revolutionary work within its 
parliament, aiming to prepare the working class to disperse 
that reactionary institution. 


How Are Bourgeois Democratic Illusions Broken? 


What exactly does the Spartacist article recommend that 
revolutionaries do? At best, it argues that we can run for 
legislative posts and have parliamentarians as opposition- 
ists. But the article’s method would sabotage any serious 
campaign for legislative posts, too, by ignoring the central 
task of fighting illusions in bourgeois democracy as well 
as the need to guide the working class, starting from its 
own experience and offering a way forward for its imme- 
diate struggles. Just consider what our candidate’s response 
would be to the simplest question of all: “What would you 
do differently if you were in government?” “Oh! We do 
not take executive posts, thank you. After soviet power 
is established however....” No worker would take that 
seriously. 

Elections to executive posts often receive the most atten- 
tion from working people and generate the most illusions 
(like presidential elections in France, Mexico, the U.S., 
etc.). Yet the article proposes doing absolutely nothing but 
writing propaganda, or at best giving critical support to oth- 
ers while noting that running in these elections is unprinci- 
pled. Absurdity aside, the conception of politics behind this 
is profoundly anti-Marxist. 


Eichhorn and his militia sought to replace the exist- 
ing bourgeois police force and regarded themselves as 
accountable to the workers councils and the left, not to the 
capitalist government. However, in a fatal mistake symp- 
tomatic of the confusion of the Berlin uprising, Eichhorn 
did not disband the old police force but merged his militia 
with them.” 


Overturning this assessment, the Spartacist article 
painted Eichhorn as a reformist fool, denouncing his 
“delusion” that he could replace the police force in the 
course of the revolutionary events and chastising the 
workers who rose up in his defense as well. The “fatal illu- 
sion” that “one could simply take over the existing organs 
of the bourgeois state,’ we declared, “helped determine 
the course of events in January 1919. The workers, many 
of whom were armed, were not organized to struggle 
for power.” 

This article is a pure expression of the lifeless, formal- 
istic method behind our previous position on executive 
offices. Mistakes and all, Eichhorn and the workers he led 


Illusions in bourgeois democracy, or in any other bour- 
geois ideology for that matter, are not broken through prop- 
aganda and theory. While those are essential to consolidate 
our party, not a single revolutionary organization in the his- 
tory of class society has ever acquired a serious following 
with these alone. Masses are won in action, and they shed 
their illusions through great events and their own experience. 
For the working class to lose faith in bourgeois democracy 
requires a crisis of great magnitude that brings to the fore 
the conflict between its most burning and immediate needs 
and the existing political and economic order. The various 
mechanisms of bourgeois society, which in between cri- 
ses can dampen this class conflict, are suddenly put under 
tremendous pressure by the objective situation, provoking 
the masses’ entrance into the political arena and their rapid 
changes in consciousness. 

Even in such circumstances, experience shows that con- 
sciousness does not evolve in line with the objective situ- 
ation. It is worth quoting at length what Trotsky wrote in 
the Preface to his History of the Russian Revolution (1930): 


“The swift changes of mass views and moods in an epoch of 
revolution thus derive, not from the flexibility and mobility 
of man’s mind, but just the opposite, from its deep conser- 
vatism. The chronic lag of ideas and relations behind new 
objective conditions, right up to the moment when the latter 
crash over people in the form of a catastrophe, is what creates 
in a period of revolution that leaping movement of ideas and 
passions which seems to the police mind a mere result of the 
activities of ‘demagogues.’ 


“The masses go into a revolution not with a prepared plan of 
social reconstruction, but with a sharp feeling that they can- 
not endure the old régime. Only the guiding layers of a class 
have a political program, and even this still requires the test 
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did not “simply take over” the police apparatus but used 
his position to create a new force based on armed workers 
and accountable to the workers councils, which is what 


of events, and the approval of the masses. The fundamental 
political process of the revolution thus consists in the gradual 
comprehension by a class of the problems arising from the 
social crisis—the active orientation of the masses by a method 
of successive approximations. The different stages of a revolu- 
tionary process, certified by a change of parties in which the 
more extreme always supersedes the less, express the growing 
pressure to the left of the masses—so long as the swing of the 
movement does not run into objective obstacles.” 


The masses enter the political scene not with a prepared 
plan but with the certainty that the current regime cannot 
go on. They acquire a growing understanding of the crisis 
through experiencing sharp shocks. Parties and leaders are 
put to the test; the movement to the left by the masses hap- 
pens through successive approximations. 

It is almost a law of history that in every serious cri- 
sis, the mass of workers pushes the existing system to its 
extreme limit by trying to use the old state machinery for 
their own purposes. From the Provisional Government in 
Russia in February 1917 and the 1918 SPD-USPD coalition 
in Germany to the popular fronts in France, Spain, Chile 
and elsewhere and Attlee’s Labour government: all these 
were brought to power by the working class believing that 
they were clearing the road to socialism through seizing 
the capitalist state. This is an all but inevitable stage in the 
political awakening of the masses. 

The challenge for the revolutionary party is not to label 
these various attempts as reformist dead ends and then say 
“we told you so” when the proletariat gets crushed. Any 
dilettante can do this from his desk. The real challenge, and 
what is necessary, is to help the working class go through 
this experience in a way that can strengthen its position and 
advance a rupture with reformism. 
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any revolution must seek to do. Eichhorn 
was clear about his purpose, announcing 
to a massive crowd after he was sacked, 
“T got my job from the Revolution, and 
I shall give it up only to the Revolution” 
(quoted in Pierre Broué, The German 
Revolution, 1917-1923 (Chicago: Hay- 
market Books, 2006]). 

Our scholastic condemnation of 
Eichhorn downplayed the central lesson 
of the failed German Revolution. The 
reason workers “were not organized 
to struggle for power” was that they 
lacked a seasoned revolutionary leader- 
ship. The Communist Party had been 
formed only at the end of December 
1918, after its main leaders split with 
the USPD. Their extremely belated split 
from the Social Democrats was key to 
the tragic unfolding of events in 1918- 
19, culminating in the murder of Karl 
Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg by 


Willy Romer 
Berlin, 5 January 1919: Armed mobilization against sacking of Emil 
Eichhorn as police chief. 


Gustav Noske’s bloodhounds. This fundamental truth, and 
whatever Eichhorn’s faults, in no way diminish the role he 
played as a hero of our class. 


This requires the ability to use all available weapons to 
exacerbate the fundamental contradiction between what 
needs to be done to solve the crisis—the independent strug- 
gle of the working class toward the expropriation of the 
bourgeoisie—and what is blocking its achievement—the 
existing consciousness and leadership of the workers move- 
ment. This problem can be resolved only through the course 
of struggle, through practical experience. What is required 
is a leadership which sees its perspective validated by the 
test of events, thus gaining authority among the workers, 
and pushes the masses’ prejudices to the point where they 
shatter on the objective needs of the situation. This is the 
key element distinguishing the Russian experience from all 
the others. 

The method of saddling the party with so-called princi- 
ples that reject in advance the use of this or that weapon in 
the struggle against the bourgeoisie is one that understands 
nothing of the dynamics of the class struggle and the fight 
for communist leadership. Running for executive offices and 
taking such posts is one of the weapons the revolutionary 
party must learn to use. 

This approach is crucial not only in periods of revolu- 
tionary crisis. The eruption of acute crisis brings to the fore 
leaders and parties prepared by the entire preceding period. 
In reactionary and stagnant times, the revolutionary party 
must be able to make the best use of every experience, 
however modest, to train its cadres, engage in common 
work and political battle with contending organizations, 
get inside the class struggle and begin planting roots in the 
advanced layers of the working-class movement. A party 
chaining itself to abstract propaganda and pseudo-radical 
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dogma isolated from the class struggle will be swept away 
at the first shock. This was our method, which was tested in 
March 2020 with the pandemic, and we all know the result: 
we collapsed. 


Yes, Communists Can Assume Executive Posts 


Comrade Jim Robertson, who first proposed that we 
reject running for executive offices in 2004, posed the 
question by saying that in such elections “you can talk to 
people, but already talking to people, saying ‘I want to be 
president of American imperialism but make it better, has 
its problems.” A pillar of the anti-Marxist method behind 
our approach was the idea that “assuming executive office 
or gaining control of a bourgeois legislature or municipal 
council, either independently or in coalition, requires tak- 
ing responsibility for the administration of the machinery of 
the capitalist state,’ as the Spartacist article put it. In other 
words, if the state is capitalist, then anyone elected to a post 
of responsibility becomes a capitalist politician. The logic 
is pure formalism. Suddenly, the class struggle and what 
the revolutionary vanguard does disappears into a simplistic 
mathematical equation. 

The view that the only possible campaign for executive 
office is one that says “I want to make imperialism better,” 
and that the only way to assume such office is to run the 
capitalist state machinery and take responsibility for it, is 
premised on rejecting the class struggle as the decisive fac- 
tor and liquidating the revolutionary party. It is perfectly 
possible to do what generations of revolutionaries before us 
have done and run a campaign telling workers: “I am run- 
ning for president (or mayor, or any other executive post). 
What our party wants is to nationalize all major industries 
and banks, disband the police and army and arm the work- 
ers, end imperialism and have the workers instead of the 
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capitalists run the country from top to bottom and enjoy the 
fruits of their labor. However, we know that the capitalist 
class will never let us do this and will put up strong resis- 
tance. That is why our movement can only succeed if work- 
ers are mobilized and ready to fight for their own power 
against the capitalist class.” 

There is nothing reformist in this. It does not mean that if 
we win we will administer capitalism—it means exactly the 
opposite. To campaign in such a manner is the only way to 
meet the workers where they are and confront their illusions 
head-on. Consider the alternative: ““We run in this election, 
but we will not take the post,’ which is just another way 
to say: “Vote for me, but if I win, I am not going to fight.” 
Can you imagine if we would actually win an election and 
our first act in office would be to...quit!? This would bring 
irredeemable damage and discredit to our party and deliver 
the workers to the reformists. 

James P. Cannon’s Socialism on Trial (Pathfinder Press, 
1970), consisting of his testimony in the 1941 trial of 28 
Trotskyist and Minneapolis Teamsters leaders, offers an 
excellent example of how to pedagogically explain to work- 
ers what we want, how we seek to get it and why they need 
to establish their own state. Cannon explained: 

“When we say that it is an illusion to expect that we can 
effect the social transformation by parliamentary action, that 
doesn’t mean that we don’t want to do it, or that we wouldn’t 
gladly accept such a method. We don’t believe, on the basis 
of our knowledge of history, and on the basis of our knowl- 
edge of the greed and rapacity of the American ruling class, 
that they will permit that kind of solution.” 

Was Cannon here, or anywhere else in his testimony, 
speaking of taking responsibility for administering capital- 
ism? Of course not. He explained what sort of transforma- 
tion is necessary to liberate the working class and said that 
while we would be happy if that happened through bour- 
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geois democracy, history has shown that the ruling class 
will not leave the scene without a fight. In the hypotheti- 
cal scenario where a revolutionary party is elected to the 
presidency, revolutionaries would, in Cannon’s words, do 
what Lincoln did to the slaveholders: “Lincoln took what he 
could and recruited some more and gave them a fight, and 
I always thought it was a wonderfully good idea.” Only a 
hopeless formalist could think that this simple and popular 
explanation is reformist. 


Revolutionaries and Municipalities 


The chance of a revolutionary party capturing the presi- 
dency seems so remote that it is easy to dismiss. The same 
cannot be said of municipalities, in which communists (not 
only Stalinists and reformists but actual revolutionaries) have 
been elected in the past. It is not inconceivable that a some- 
what small party with modest roots in the workers movement 
would win a majority in a locality. What to do then? Again, 
we must start with the struggle against prevailing illusions. 
The traditional illusion in this field is municipal socialism, 
that is, the idea that socialism can be gradually introduced 
by taking over municipalities and using those positions to 
create “socialist” bubbles by enacting petty social measures. 

The Spartacist article noted Point 13 of the “Theses on the 
Communist Parties and Parliamentarism,” adopted by the 
Second Comintern Congress in 1920, which stated: 

“Should Communists hold a majority in institutions of local 
government, they must (a) organize revolutionary opposition 
against the central bourgeois government; (b) do everything 
possible to serve the poorer sectors of the population (eco- 
nomic measures, creating or attempting to create an armed 
workers’ militia, and so forth); (c) at every opportunity point 
out how the bourgeois state blocks truly major changes; (d) 
on this basis develop vigorous revolutionary propaganda, 
never fearing conflict with the state; (e) under certain con- 
ditions, replace municipal governments with local workers’ 
councils. In other words, all of the Communists’ activity 
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Lenin addressing 
Second Comintern 
Congress, 1920. 
“Theses on the 
Communist Parties 
and Parliamentarism” 
insisted that 
Communists who 

win majority in local 
government should 
use their position to 
show impossibility of 
building “municipal 
socialism” and 
organize revolutionary 
opposition to 
capitalists’ national 
government. 


in local government must be a part of the general work of 
undermining the capitalist system.” 

—published in John Riddell, ed., Workers of the World 
and Oppressed Peoples, Unite! Proceedings and 
Documents of the Second Congress, 1920 
(New York: Pathfinder Press, 1991) 

I believe this is excellent. Contrary to the spurious claims 
of our article, this was not municipal socialism; it was its 
direct opposite. The purpose of Point 13 was to guide the 
actions of communists to best demonstrate the bankruptcy 
of municipal socialism and use such posts to show the need 
for workers to take power on a national level. 

The purpose of the Theses, which our article character- 
izes as a “contradictory hodgepodge that licensed ministe- 
rialism” (!), was precisely to draw a line against both the 
opportunist Second International, whose parliamentarians 
adapted to bourgeois society and acted as vulgar lackeys of 
the capitalists, and the ultraleft anti-parliamentarians who, 
in reaction to the Second International’s betrayals, rejected 
all forms of parliamentary activity. Trotsky’s preamble to the 
Theses proclaimed: “The old, accommodationist parliamen- 
tarism is being replaced by the new parliamentarism, which 
is a tool for the destruction of parliamentarism in general.” 
The question is not to choose between opportunist parlia- 
mentarism and rejection of all parliamentary activity but to 
participate in the parliamentary struggle as revolutionaries. 

Point 13 was not written in a vacuum. Nor was it part 
of “anti-Marxist amendments” watering down the original 
Theses, as our article claims. It was drawn from the experi- 
ence of the Bolsheviks themselves, who campaigned in local 
municipalities between February and October 1917. Lenin’s 
“They Have Forgotten the Main Thing” (May 1917) was one 
of multiple articles written at the time regarding the Bolshe- 
viks’ platform for municipal elections. He wrote: 


“Foremost in this platform, topping the list of reforms, there 
must be, as a basic condition for their actual realisation, the 
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following three fundamental points: 

1. No support for the imperialist war (either in the form of 
support for the war loan, or in any other form). 

2. No support to the capitalist government. 

3. No reinstatement of the police, which must be replaced by 
a people’s militia. 

“Unless attention is focused on these cardinal questions, 

unless it is shown that all municipal reforms are contingent 

upon them, the municipal programme inevitably becomes (at 

best) a pious wish.” 

Lenin’s intention was to expose the Mensheviks and 
Socialist-Revolutionaries, who proposed all sorts of reforms 
but whose treacherous position on these three points was a 
fundamental obstacle to their realization. He insisted in par- 
ticular on the third point, arguing for the need to disband 
the police and create a people’s militia. In other words, he 
instructed communists who obtained a majority in munic- 
ipalities to use their posts to advance the break with the 
reformists and to turn these positions into working-class 
bastions in order to facilitate the attainment of state power 
by the soviets. 

In contrast, our view was that any parliamentary activity 
in the sphere of executive posts could only be reformist. 
This is true only if one thinks that once elected, we, com- 
munists, would enter the mayor’s office and run the local 
state machinery, with its encrusted bureaucracy, police 
thugs, petty regulations and scarce budget, and try to do the 
best for poor people in this framework. Yes, in that case, 
the so-called communist mayor would become a bourgeois 
mayor: an administrator of scarcity and a lackey of the cen- 
tral government. 

But the issue becomes completely different and new pos- 
sibilities open up if one refuses to be confined to the bounds 
of private property. Instead of viewing executive posts from 
the standpoint of administrating the local state machinery, 
communists would rely on organizing and mobilizing the 
workers movement, allied with the poor petty bourgeoisie 
and the unemployed. Then it becomes clear that we would 
run for such posts on a clear revolutionary platform that 
tells the working class what we intend to do and what can- 
not be done short of state power. It becomes obvious that 
we would not administer local capitalism but would seek to 
build organs of dual power and mobilize the working class 
against the bourgeoisie, that we would not run the local 
police but would work to disband this institution. 

Many comrades get stuck on the scenario of being 
elected the head of a municipality in a situation that is not 
revolutionary, wondering how we would deal with this or 
that issue without falling into reformism. This is not a dia- 
lectical way to approach the question because it is entirely 
speculative. I believe it reflects our near-zero experience in 
the mass movement. 

Posing the problem that way necessarily means ignoring 
a thousand other factors that are impossible to predict—the 
social, economic and political context locally, nationally and 
internationally; the depth of the class struggle; our own roots 
and authority in the workers movement; the situation of the 
ruling class. All these elements and more are key to evalu- 
ating the relationship of forces, what is possible or not and, 
crucially, how a revolutionary party would get into office. 

My answer to the hypothetical scenario above is: we will 
fight for our program, just like we would anywhere else, with 
the methods of the class struggle. We would do our best to 
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Bolshevik leaflets, 1917: Slate for Constituent Assem- 
bly (left), campaign flyer for Moscow municipal elec- 
tions demanding “Peace, Bread, Freedom” (right). 


guide and strengthen the proletariat while undermining its 
reformist illusions under the conditions imposed on us. 


Preparing for Battle 


The ICL did not inherit a problem unresolved by our 
movement, as the Spartacist article claimed. The fact that 
the Comintern, Lenin, Trotsky, Cannon and many others 
did not make a fundamental distinction between executive 
and legislative offices was no grand discovery of ours. Our 
forebears simply did not view the question through such a 
formalistic lens. To ponder over the separation of powers, 
to pick and choose which terrain to wage battle on or which 
tool to use is something they did not have the luxury of 
doing and a method they wholeheartedly rejected. 

The Bolsheviks declared war on bourgeois society in its 
entirety and understood that the battle had to be brought 
into all spheres of social life. Communists elected to par- 
lament or to head municipalities, to trade-union offices, 
cooperatives, workers militias or any other posts of respon- 
sibility, were expected to fight for communism and act 
accordingly under the discipline of the party, period. 

The Bolsheviks understood that the actions of the rev- 
olutionary party had to be based not on abstractions but 
on the requirements of the class struggle. They understood 
the need for the party to link itself with the working-class 
movement and to remain flexible in all situations, able to 
adapt to what is needed for the final goal. They sought to 
teach aspiring revolutionaries that the role of the party was 
to guide the proletariat at every stage of its political con- 
sciousness, making use of its experience to educate it in the 
bankruptcy of reformism and the necessity of the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat. That is what our party must learn to 
do for the battles ahead, and that is why we must be ruth- 
less with regard to our past. ™ 


AUGUST 2024 


31 


Paves the Way for Le Pen 


de Rosa/AFP 
Launch of New Popular Front in Paris, 14 June; right-populist Rassemblement National leaders Marine 
Le Pen and Jordan Bardella. 


The surprise defeat of the far-right Rassemblement 
National (RN) and the victory of the New Popular Front 
(NFP) in the second round of the French legislative elec- 
tions on 7 July were greeted with jubilation on the left in 
France and abroad. In truth, this was a Pyrrhic victory. The 
result confirms the explosive rise of the RN against most 
other parties in France that claim to represent a “republi- 
can front” against the far right. Just three years ago, the 
far right had eight parliamentary deputies, while today they 
have 143. In fact, if it weren’t for France’s anti-democratic 
electoral system and the NFP’s frantic efforts to prop up 
President Emmanuel Macron’s despised and crumbling cen- 
ter, the RN would have obtained a majority. 

In every French election it’s the same circus. In the name 
of fighting the far right, you 
are told to join forces with 
whomever stands to your 
right. This losing strategy 
has served only to demor- 
alize the working class and 
increase the appeal of the 
far right. The NFP, named 
in honor of the 1936 Pop- 
ular Front government, is 
the latest iteration of this. It 
consists of an unholy alli- 
ance scrambled together at 
the last minute that includes 
the Socialist Party (PS) of 
former president Francois 
Hollande, the French Com- 
munist Party (PCF), the 
Greens and the left-populist 


“The question of questions at present is 
the People’s Front. The left centrists seek 
to present this question as a tactical or 
even as a technical maneuver, so as to be 
able to peddle their wares in the shadow of 
the People’s Front. In reality, the People’s 
Front is the main question of proletarian 
class strategy for this epoch. It also offers 
the best criterion for the difference 
between Bolshevism and Menshevism.” 
—Leon Trotsky, “The Dutch Section 
and the International” (July 1936) 
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La France Insoumise (France Unbowed—LFI) of Jean- 
Luc Mélenchon. Even the Trotskyist-derived Nouveau Parti 
Anticapitaliste-L’Anticapitaliste (NPA-A) ran a candidate 
on the NFP ticket. 

The attitude toward such trans-class alliances is a deci- 
sive test for Trotskyists. As Trotsky insisted again and again 
in the 1930s, supporting the popular front is not a tactic 
but a crime that paralyzes the working class by tying it to 
the bourgeoisie. However, except for our small section, the 
Ligue trotskyste de France (LTF), the entire far left failed 
this decisive test and supported the NFP in one way or 
another. 

Gauche Révolutionnaire, affiliated to the Committee for 
a Workers’ International; the group soon to be known as 
the Parti Communiste Révo- 
lutionnaire (PCR), affiliated 
to the Grantite Revolutionary 
Communist International; 
and the NPA-A shamelessly 
beat the drums for Mélen- 
chon and the popular front. 
As the LTF leaflet printed 
below explains, the NPA- 
Révolutionnaires (NPA-R, a 
split from the former NPA) 
and Lutte Ouvrieére (LO) 
waged tepid campaigns 
against the NFP in the first 
round of the elections only 
to support its left wing in the 
second round. At the time 
the leaflet was written, it 
was still unclear what stance 
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Pierre Crom 


Jean-Luc Mélenchon 


Révolution Permanente (affiliated with the Trotskyist Frac- 
tion) would take. Shortly thereafter, they also caved in and 
called to vote for LFI and the PCF. 

What makes the capitulation of the latter three parties 
particularly grotesque is the fact that they themselves have 
written countless articles documenting how the republican 
front demoralizes the working class and strengthens the 
right. Despite this, they couldn’t resist soiling themselves 
with the muck of the NFP. Now that the elections are over, 
these parties are cynically trying to disappear the fact that 
they ever voted for the NFP. 

We take no joy in our present isolation. It is a reflection 
of the disastrous state of the French left and the workers 
movement more broadly. In these difficult circumstances, 
our French section is determined to intensify the fight to 
split the working class from left-wing French Republican- 
ism. Only on this basis can we truly defeat the far right and 
mount an offensive against decrepit French imperialism. 


*k * *K 


1 JULY—Yesterday’s legislative elections confirmed and 
amplified the results of the European elections. It is entirely 
possible that the far-right Rassemblement National will win 
an absolute majority on Sunday, 7 July. The “left wing” New 
Popular Front came in second, while Macron’s party col- 
lapsed. Macron is now considering forming a government 
with a “Republican Arc” of the Socialist Party, the Com- 
munist Party and the Greens (including anti-Mélenchon 
elements of La France Insoumise). This is what happened 
in Italy, where a national unity government guaranteed that 
the next elections would be won by its sole adversary, Gior- 
gia Meloni, Italy’s Le Pen. 

The NFP, including Mélenchon, has already called for its 
own candidates to stand down in the name of the republican 
front, in favor of Elisabeth Borne, the architect of the pen- 
sion reform, or top cop Gérald Darmanin, who thought Le 
Pen was too soft on immigration. As such, the LFI enables 
Le Pen’s RN to argue that they are the only opposition to 
the status quo and Macron. Any call to vote for these NFP 
traitors further undermines the credibility of the workers 
movement and can only deepen the crisis of the far left. No 
vote on the second round! 

RN president Jordan Bardella had lost no time in drop- 
ping the RN’s demagogic promises about pensions, pur- 
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chasing power, etc., to focus his entire campaign on just 
one theme: “uncontrolled immigration.” Everything from 
the impoverishment of a growing part of the French popu- 
lation, to the decay of public services (especially education) 
or crime, has been laid at the feet of the Muslim population 
and the black and Arab quartiers (neighborhoods) being 
zones of lawlessness. But nevertheless, more than a quarter 
of the working class probably cast their ballot for the RN, 
more than voted for the NFP. 

How did we get here? It is the result of alternating neo- 
liberal governments of the left and the right inflicting 
defeat upon defeat on the workers movement, not least in 
last year’s struggle over pension reform. These govern- 
ments have worked tirelessly to make work more precari- 
ous and to attack pensions. The left itself pushed multiple 
security campaigns in the name of the “war on terrorism” 
and defense of “republican secularism” against Muslims 
(remember the Hollande-Valls SP government!). When the 
left wasn’t partaking in these racist campaigns it preached 
anti-racist moral edicts that basically denounced the work- 
ers themselves for the rise of racism. 

To confront the RN, we need a program based on the 
interests of the working class that shows how the fight 
against segregation and oppression of the Muslim minority 
is in the material interest of the components of the working 
class that are white and of Christian origin. This is the only 
way to unite the working class and it is precisely the oppo- 
site of the program of the NFP, of all its previous incar- 
nations, and of the trade-union bureaucracy. For all these 
reasons, the NFP is not a bulwark against the RN. 


The Republican Arc Is Crushing Mélenchon, 
Yet He Clings to It 


The republican arc within the NFP itself is in the pro- 
cess of crushing Mélenchon. Whether it’s the PS, PCF or 
the Greens, for months all components of the NFP have 
repeated the right wing’s lies accusing the entire LFI of 
“anti-Semitism,” and Mélenchon of being “an obstacle to 
the victory” of the NFP. Why? Because Mélenchon, while 
never abandoning the republican framework, and having 
done nothing for the guartiers or the Palestinians, crossed 
the bourgeoisie’s red lines by adamantly denouncing police 
terror, Islamophobia and the genocide in Gaza. The invec- 
tives from the NFP right wing are not benign. They fore- 
tell the role that the popular front will play in the coming 
period, likely without the LFI’s Mélenchonist wing. It will 
capitulate every step of the way on the key issues of secu- 
rity, the guartiers, Palestine and the war in Ukraine. This 
is how the NFP, or what remains of it, will continue to pave 
the way for the RN in the run-up to the 2027 presidential 
election. 

The most conscious workers and the organizations of the 
far left criticize the LFI’s unity with “friends of the people” 
like Hollande. But the reality is that Mélenchon’s starting 
point, just like the latter, is to protect the French imperi- 
alist republic, and for Mélenchon this is infinitely more 
important than the fate of the workers, the guartiers or the 
Palestinian people. It is for this reason—defense of the lib- 
eral republican order—that Mélenchon was able to bring 
stinking corpses like Hollande back from the dustbin of 
history. And this is why he calls for support to Macronists 
and republicans who are in a better position than the LFI 
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Nanterre, 

June 2023: 
Police killing of 
Nahel Merzouk 
sparked mass 
upheaval. 


against the RN, because he sees the latter as a danger to 
French imperialism’s international image. 

Disgust for the NFP’s snake pit is very real. Despite this, 
many leftists think that first the RN must be stopped in the 
elections and that the NFP is the only immediate way to 
do this. In so doing—despite their intentions—they fuel the 
RN vote. 


How to Organize Struggle Against the RN 


So what can be done to stop reaction? We must begin 
right away to build a proletarian pole that fights to mobilize 
the working class for its own interests. But that requires a 
left split with the Mélenchonists. Let’s take defense of the 
quartiers. Such defense, 1.e., the fight against racist oppres- 
sion and segregation of minorities, is key to unifying the 
working class as an independent force against the capital- 
ists. Rotting French imperialism is incapable of integrating 
youth of immigrant descent, who are condemned to misery 
and segregation in the banlieues (immigrant and minority 
neighborhoods). To keep the working class divided and 
weak, the bourgeoisie takes aim above all at the Muslim 
minority as the enemy within to be destroyed. Using this 
division, it brings down the living and working conditions 
of the whole working class. 

This is why launching a fight to unite the working 
class and organize its self-defense against the bourgeoisie 
requires active defense of the quartiers against the racist 
security offensive pushed by Fabien Roussel, head of the 
PCF, as well as Macron and Bardella. It is necessary to 
mobilize for amnesty for the youth who rose up in revolt 
last year following the cop killing of Nahel Merzouk, to 
free those still in prison and erase the convictions from 
their criminal records. A year ago, to his credit, Mélenchon 
refused to call for order and denounced the racist cop ter- 
ror. But then, faced with mass repression, he refused to do 
anything in defense of the thousands of incarcerated youth! 
Why? Because in the current context, to defend these youth 
who attacked symbols of the republic—police stations, 
town halls, schools—would mean to put republicanism into 
question. 

As for Palestine, the role of the Mélenchonists was to 
chain the movement to the impotent strategy of appealing 
to the UN, and to promote a more active intervention by 


French imperialism independent of the Americans, for the 
purpose of so-called peacemaking. Mélenchon will never 
go further than that because Palestinian national liberation 
vis-a-vis the Zionist state would be a very serious blow to 
imperialist domination in the region—including to the role 
played by French imperialism. The weakening of imperi- 
alism and the liberation of Palestine are manifestly in the 
interests of all workers and minorities in France. It is also 
necessary to demand the withdrawal of French troops from 
Lebanon, in direct opposition to Mélenchon’s presidential 
program and that of the NFP. 

If Mélenchon is so inconsistent in his anti-imperialist 
and anti-racist declarations, it’s because he remains a fer- 
vent partisan of the “civilizing” role of French imperialism 
and the “republican secularism” that is entirely directed 
against the Muslim minority. It is particularly necessary to 
demand the repeal of the 2004 law banning the veil, as well 
as the ban on the abaya. We must fight for all the charges 
against pro-Palestinian activists accused of anti-Semitism 
and “apology for terrorism” to be dropped. 

Pensions? Mélenchon worked to give an aura of combat- 
ivity to the treacherous union bureaucrats through a certain 
degree of verbal radicalism (“Blockade everything!’’). He 
always did this in a framework acceptable to the bourgeoi- 
sie, and scrupulously respected by the union bureaucrats, 
characterized by strikes that never seriously affected any 
branch of the economy and by impotent festive mobiliza- 
tions. (See “Palestine, quartiers, retraites: LFI paralyse les 
luttes,” Le Bolchévik No. 234, December 2023.) 

No lessons have been drawn by the unions or the far left 
from these defeats, which contributed enormously to the 
weakening of the workers movement and the dizzying rise 
of the RN. The central lesson is this: French imperialism 
in full decline must attack every gain won by the workers. 
Winning even the most modest demands of the exploited, 
be it retirement at 60 or a significant increase in the SMIC 
[minimum wage], requires breaking the will of the capi- 
talists. But such a perspective is absolutely taboo for the 
Mélenchonists and the bureaucrats, who consider to the 
contrary that the rule of the bourgeoisie is a universal law. 

The central task today is to build oppositional poles in 
the unions as the nuclei of a future revolutionary leadership, 
based on the interests of the working class and workers 
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power. To rebuild the strength of the unions, it is necessary 
to return to the class-struggle methods that have been dis- 
avowed for years by the union bureaucrats, Mélenchonists 
and all the current leaders of the workers movement in the 
name of the competitiveness of French capitalism: strike 
pickets that no one dares cross, strike funds to lessen the 
financial hardship on strikers, unionization campaigns that 
integrate temporary and sub-contracted workers around the 
demands for equal conditions for all, trade-union unifica- 
tion, etc. 

Against all the NFP’s components (including the NPA 
led by Besancenot/Poutou), we must not only oppose NATO 
but crucially the European Union (EU), the main tool used 
today by the French imperialists to attack workers at home 
and plunder the economies of poorer countries in Europe. 
Workers are fully aware that through the EU their pock- 
ets are being picked. The far left’s capitulation to the lib- 
erals over the EU contributes to pushing a section of these 
workers into the arms of Bardella and his sovereignist 
demagogy. The Ukraine war is about who will pillage and 
oppress Ukraine, the Russian bourgeoisie or the West- 
ern imperialists. Support to the war efforts of NATO and 
the EU is counterposed to the interests of the proletariat, 
whether here or in Ukraine. The only favorable outcome for 
the workers is to fight to transform this reactionary war into 
a civil war against the Russian oligarchs on one side and the 
Ukrainian lackeys of imperialism on the other. 


The Failure of the Far Left Campaigns 


The independent candidacies of the far left were never 
going to win the elections, but they could have been a 
promising factor for the future if they had been utilized to 
unite and focus our efforts toward providing workers a path 
of struggle against the RN independent from and opposed 
to the popular front. Beyond the elections, this could have 
laid the foundations for rearming the workers against reac- 
tion in the tumultuous period ahead. 

For these reasons, we called on Lutte Ouvriére, the 
NPA-R and Révolution Permanente to form a workers bloc 
at the national level and break with the popular front (LTF 
open letter, 11 June). RP made a minimal effort by propos- 
ing “an electoral front of class independence” to the same 
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organizations. The NPA-R made a more substantial effort to 
come to an agreement with LO. It stopped campaigning for 
its own candidates in 46 constituencies and, from the start, 
called for a vote to LO everywhere except in the 29 consti- 
tuencies where it had campaigns. It proposed a correct axis 
for a united campaign of opposition to the popular front: 
“What is important for us is to show that we are opposed to 
the popular front, because its politics totally conflict with 
our own. The important thing is to affirm the existence of a 
communist, revolutionary and internationalist current” (let- 
ter to LO, 12 June). LO refused any alliance. 

RP ran a candidate in only one constituency in Seine- 
Saint-Denis, which the popular front was sure to win. Three 
days before the election, RP finally gave lip service to voting 
LO (a short sentence at the end of an online article) in the 
549 constituencies where LO presented a candidate and RP 
didn’t. For our part, given that our efforts for a united cam- 
paign failed, we called to vote indiscriminately for all three 
(LTF statement, 19 June) and actively campaigned for them. 

LO’s sectarianism sabotaged the possibility of a united 
campaign of the far left and undermined its own campaign. 
The result was symbolic, uncoordinated campaigns compet- 
ing with each other. The campaigns thus relegated them- 
selves to the margins and reaped the electoral result that 
they had sowed. This irrelevance was even proclaimed in 
advance by LO, writing in their response to the NPA-R’s 
proposal that: “We are not in a position to have the slightest 
influence on the current political situation, whether together 
or separately. We might as well each conduct our campaigns 
as we see fit” (letter from LO to the NPA-R, 11 June). This 
is a declaration of complete political bankruptcy, as if the 
revolutionary communist program had nothing to offer 
workers in the here and now. 

That said, the real obstacle to a proletarian bloc of these 
three organizations was that none sought to use the cam- 
paign to push forward a break with the LFI, the backbone 
of the popular front. The RP candidate, Anasse Kazib, 
undermined his own campaign by explicitly stating on June 
19: “We are not here to oppose the popular front, that’s not 
what motivated our candidacy.” So why run a separate cam- 
paign? The only appeal of Kazib’s campaign was precisely 
that it stood in formal opposition to the popular front. 
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Lutte Ouvriére 
election rally, 2022. 
LO proclaims its 
own irrelevance. 
In fact, its national 
profile and trade- 
union implantation 
could make it 

a real factor in 
breaking workers 
from French 
republicanism. 
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Striking French 
rail workers 
rally against 

pension “reform,” 
December 2019. 
Defeat of pension 
struggle in 
2019-20 and 
again in 2023 
strengthened 
reaction. 


As for the NPA-R, its 12 June letter to LO was unfor- 
tunately far to the left of its campaign on the ground. The 
NPA-R had no problem denouncing the treachery of former 
PS prime ministers and presidents such as Hollande, Jospin 
or Mitterrand. What it couldn’t do was challenge what 
makes Mélenchon popular among quartiers youth and pro- 
Palestinian activists. Until it does this, it can’t even begin 
to chip away at Mélenchon’s political authority. Moreover, 
the NPA-R’s position of supporting Ukraine in a war that is 
reactionary on both sides puts it in the same pro-imperialist 
swamp as the NFP. 

At its 22 June campaign meeting in Paris, LO correctly 
insisted that the NFP is paving the way for the RN. It also 
correctly criticized the role of the Mélenchonists in reha- 
bilitating left figures from the past, for example calling the 
LFI specialists in “fagade renovations.” But LO obviously 
could not attack Mélenchon’s strong points, notably on the 
question of the guartiers which built the LFI’s hegemony 
in the banlieues throughout the country, since LO’s line on 
this question is in fact to the right of Mélenchon (see Le 
Bolchévik No. 235, May 2024). Neither LO nor the NPA-R 
nor RP is capable of concretely attacking the treacherous 
role of the Mélenchonists as the central political force, 
alongside the trade-union bureaucracy, that has paralyzed 
workers struggles during the entire past period. And as the 
most left-wing force with the most authority among workers 
and the oppressed, the LFI will continue to paralyze these 
struggles. 

LO concluded its routinist campaign in a pitiful fash- 
ion by explicitly refusing to play a vanguard role against 
the NFP, declaring that for the second round: “Those who 
voted for Lutte Ouvriére may want to vote for a candidate 
of the New Popular Front against the RN. If so, they can do 
this without shame” (1 July). Clearly LO’s “workers camp” 
was designed to be dismantled when the polling booths 
closed after the first round. 

The NPA-R’s capitulation was even more explicit: 
“However, in places where an LFI or PCF candidate runs 
against the RN, or exceptionally where the candidacy of 
another left party warrants it, we call to vote for these can- 


didates. We do this with no confidence in the politics pushed 
by the New Popular Front electoral alliance, but in solidarity 
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with voters who make this choice, who are often comrades 
in struggle.” 
—Communiqué, | July 

Comrades of the NPA-R, how can you reconcile this with 
your campaign statements that “what is important for us is 
to show that we are opposed to the popular front” or “40 
years of the republican front = 40% for the RN’’? 

As of today, RP has already published two articles on the 
results of the first round. There is a discreet reference at the 
bottom of the page in one of them to a 2017 article against 
the republican front—but they carefully avoid giving any 
voting instructions whatsoever for today! This in itself is 
a capitulation to the NFP. We hope RP will reorient, but 
Kazib’s campaign leaves little room for optimism. 


A Program of Struggle Against the RN 


This campaign has shown the weakened state and politi- 
cal disorientation of the far left. The workers movement and 
the oppressed will face very harsh attacks in the immediate 
future. It is necessary to fundamentally and urgently change 
course. To start right now to build oppositional poles to 
provide an alternative leadership to the Mélenchonists and 
union bureaucrats, we propose the following slogans to far- 
left activists: 


¢ Expropriate the banks! 
For a planned economy to reindustrialize the country! 


¢ Down with NATO and the EU! 
No military aid to Ukraine! 
Down with French imperialism! 


¢ Palestinian liberation! 
Drop the charges against pro-Palestine militants! 


¢ Defend the guartiers! 
Amnesty for all youth imprisoned after the 2023 revolt! 


¢ Down with the séparatisme and immigration laws! 
Full citizenship rights for all immigrants! 


¢ Down with bans against the veil and the abaya! 


¢ For socialist Kanak independence! 
Freedom for all Kanak militants! 


For Workers Power! 
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Marxists & Palestine: 


100 Years 


of Failure 
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1948: As Palestinians are expelled from homeland in the Nakba, 
Israeli Communist poster celebrates Stalin’s support to the Zionist 
state, a monumental betrayal. 


The following article is based on a presentation given by 
Lital Singer to a meeting of the ICL’s International Execu- 
tive Committee in March. 

Gaza has been pounded into rubble. Nine months of 
Israeli bombing and ground offensives have slaughtered 
countless Palestinians and made this open-air prison a liv- 
ing hell. In the West Bank, Israeli troops and Zionist mobs 
are expelling Palestinians from their homes and bulldozing 
them to build new Jewish settlements. The mass protests 
that broke out around the world after Hamas’s 7 October 
offensive have not stopped this genocide and the movement 
is losing momentum. For their part, the Arab states have 
mostly made empty gestures of support for the besieged 
Palestinians. U.S.-backed ceasefire negotiations, UN res- 


olutions and ICC investigations have only provided a dip- 
lomatic fig leaf while the Americans and other imperial- 
ist powers continue to arm and support the Zionist state. 
Meanwhile, Israel is advancing toward the Zionist goal of 
occupying all of Palestine, from the river to the sea. 

As this catastrophe unfolds, most leftists, echoing Pales- 
tinian nationalists, fatuously claim that the struggle is pro- 
gressing favorably and is on the path to victory. A common 
chant is “Palestine is almost free.” It is true that there is 
widespread public sympathy for the Palestinian cause, that 
Israel has lost hundreds of soldiers and that its international 
reputation has suffered. But the Palestinians are facing anni- 
hilation, not liberation. In order to provide a way forward 
for the Palestinian struggle, it is necessary to start by telling 
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the truth about the current situation. Far 
from doing this, most Marxist groups 
internationally are actively cheering on 
the movement as it heads toward defeat. 
Rather than fighting for a different 
course, they tail the movement’s lead- 
ership, whether liberal or nationalist. 
As a result, while so-called Marxists 
have been omnipresent in the struggle, 
they have been largely irrelevant to its 
outcome. 

This is not a new problem. Rather, it 
is just another iteration of the century- 
long failure of the Marxist movement 
to formulate a revolutionary strategy 
for the Palestinian liberation struggle. 
From the zigzags of the early Palestine 
Communist Party (PCP) to Stalin’s 
support to the Nakba in 1948 and the 
cheering of Yasser Arafat’s Palestine 
Liberation Organization (PLO) in the 
1970s, the Marxist movement is sad- 
dled with a disastrous record on the Palestinian question, 
failing to establish itself as a serious pole against Zionism, 
nationalism and imperialism. Now more than ever, it is 
urgent to draw lessons from these failures and provide a 
course that can defeat the Zionist state and open the road 
for Palestinian liberation and social emancipation. 

This is the aim of the present document. On the basis of 
a materialist analysis of the Palestinian question, it explains 
the cause of past failures, offering a genuine path for victory. 


The Nature of the Palestinian Question 


To understand the Palestinian question, it is necessary to 
look at its origins and development. The British seized the 
territory of Palestine from the decaying Ottoman Empire in 
the First World War. At that time, the Jewish population was a 
small minority, mostly long established in the area. However, 
in the 1917 Balfour Declaration, the British gave their support 
to the Zionist colonial project of carving a Jewish “homeland” 
out of this Arab country. This was a cynical ploy to foster 
a national conflict in the region to better assert British rule. 
European Jewish colonists emigrated to Palestine, purchas- 
ing land from large Arab landowners and evicting masses of 
peasants. As Zionism required the direct support of imperi- 
alism for its survival—first British and then American—the 
Jewish settler colony built itself as a fortress of imperialist 
reaction directed against the rest of the Middle East. 

From its inception, Zionism was a reactionary nationalist 
answer to Jewish oppression, premised on the dispossession 
and expulsion of the Palestinian people from their homeland. 
Zionists went to Palestine under the slogans “conquest of 
labor” and “conquest of land,” well knowing that labor and 
land were to be conquered by driving out the Arab popula- 
tion. Right-wing Zionists, who used to be known as “revi- 
sionists,” have always been consistent in this goal. Liberal 
Zionism, known in the past as “socialist” or Labor Zionism, 
has always been hypocritical, seeking to reconcile the lofty 
principles of “socialism” and liberal democracy with the 
genocidal logic of the Zionist project. 

Naturally, Zionist expansion in the first half of the 20th 
century provoked a growing reaction in the Arab population, 


37 


Palestine Awareness Coalition 


Disappearing Palestine. 


which erupted in increasingly violent revolts. It is through 
these struggles that the Palestinians developed a national 
consciousness distinct from that of the Arab population in 
the rest of the region. Originally, the leaders of the Pales- 
tinian struggle were found in layers of the traditional Arab 
elites, whose interests were directly threatened by the Zion- 
ists. However, these layers were also tied to the British, who 
guaranteed their privileged position over the Arab masses. 
From the early traditional elites to the modern nationalists, 
the leadership of the Palestinian movement has always rep- 
resented the interests of an upper layer that is forced to con- 
front the Zionist project but, given their class position, is 
incapable of defeating imperialism and Zionism. 

The brutal exploitation of Palestinians and their heroic 
resistance place them in the vanguard of the struggle against 
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Sipa USA 
London, October 2023: Liberal-led solidarity move- 
ment at dead end as Gaza genocide goes on. Pales- 
tinian liberation needs revolutionary leadership. 


38 


Hulton Archive 
Arab prisoners in British-occupied Jerusalem, 1938. 


imperialism in the Middle East. However, the Arab, Turkish 
and Iranian masses stand divided, separated into rival states 
ruled by a cabal of monarchs, clerics and dictators who put 
their reactionary interests above the fight against imperial- 
ism and Zionism. The historic problem of the Palestinian 
liberation movement has been to seek support from these 
upper layers at the expense of uniting the entire Middle East- 
ern working population in struggle against its own rulers 
and the imperialist overlords. This problem is inherent to 
nationalism, which views conflicts strictly through the lens 
of national antagonism. Thus, Palestinian nationalists can 
only conceive of fighting the entire Israeli nation, a battle 
they cannot win; relying on Arab regimes, on which they 
cannot count; and maneuvering between the great powers 
that directly benefit from Palestinian oppression. 

The crux of the Palestinian question is that two nations 
claim the same territory, and neither has anywhere else to go. 
The historic injustices brought down on Palestinians cannot 
be redressed with the creation of a rump Palestinian state, 
established on a fraction of Palestine’s historic land and 
under permanent threat from the far more powerful Zionist 
state. Nor can it be achieved by confronting the whole Israeli 
nation, which is sure to fight to the death for its national 
existence. Rather, the Zionist state must be broken up from 
within by severing the bond tying the working masses to the 
Zionist project. The basis to do this lies in the class interests 
of workers in Israel, who are themselves exploited by the 
Zionist rulers and whose own condition is degraded by Pal- 
estinian oppression and their role as pawns for the imperi- 
alists in the region. The emancipation of the Israeli working 
class runs through the national liberation of Palestine. As 
Engels wrote, no nation can be free if it oppresses another. 

At the heart of the Palestinian question is a national prob- 
lem, but one that cannot be solved in a strictly national frame- 
work. Every step toward Palestinian freedom runs up against 
the entire capitalist order in the Middle East. This makes it 
self-evident that the Palestinian liberation struggle requires 
a revolutionary leadership that will fuse the national cause 
with the social emancipation of the working class through- 
out the region. In other words, the Trotskyist program of 
permanent revolution. It is on the basis of this approach that 
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we will seek to evaluate the record of the Marxist 
movement on the Palestinian question. 


The Jewish Question: 
Communism vs. Zionism 


The Marxist movement has a solid foundation on 
the national and Jewish questions. Writing during 
World War I, the Belgian Trotskyist Abram Leon 
provided a materialist understanding of Jewish 
oppression (The Jewish Question: A Marxist Inter- 
pretation [New York: Pathfinder Press, 1970]). He 
explained how, under feudalism, Jews fulfilled a 
special economic function as moneylenders that 
was no longer needed under capitalism. In West- 
ern Europe, the bourgeois revolutions opened the 
doors of the ghettos, and the assimilation of the 
Jews seemed to be an accomplished fact. 

But in Eastern Europe, when the collapse of 
feudal society robbed Jews of the material basis 
for their existence, there was no widespread 
industrialization to allow these millions of now- 
superfluous middlemen to become integrated into the pro- 
letariat. Particularly in the Pale of Settlement, the western 
region of the Russian Empire, life for Jews meant impover- 
ishment in shtetls (Jewish villages) and frequent pogroms. 
A small part of the Jewish population became capitalist or 
proletarian; a larger part emigrated, thus breaking the ten- 
dency toward assimilation in the Western countries. The 
largest part of all remained in the wretched condition of 
small merchants “strangled between the jaws of two systems; 
feudalism and capitalism, each feeding the rottenness of the 
other,’ as Leon wrote. 

The 1917 Bolshevik Revolution liberated the Jews of the 
Russian Empire, leading great numbers toward the banner of 
communism and away from Zionism. They saw their future 
in the destruction of the old economic order that could find 
no place for them and in the construction of a new, socialist 
society. Communism and Zionism were naturally counter- 
posed, and the early Communist International (CI) fought 
against the latter’s influence. As the “Theses on the National 
and Colonial Questions” from the Second Congress of the 


Communist International in 1920 explained: 

“The Palestine affair is a crass example of Entente imperialism 
and the bourgeoisie of the relevant country working together 
to swindle the working classes of an oppressed nation. Under 
the cover of creating a Jewish state in Palestine, Zionism actu- 
ally delivers the Arab working population of Palestine, where 
the toiling Jews constitute only a small minority, to exploita- 
tion by Britain.” 

—published in John Riddell, ed., Workers of the World 
and Oppressed Peoples, Unite! Proceedings and 
Documents of the Second Congress, 1920 
(New York: Pathfinder Press, 1991) 


Confronted with the request by Poale Zion (Workers of 
Zion) to join the Comintern, the CI’s Executive Committee 
wrote in an August 1921 letter that “there are tendencies 
within your movement that are in principle incompatible with 
those of the Communist International.’ It argued against the 
notion that settling Jews in Palestine would be liberating and 
stressed that “the complete liquidation of such ideology is the 
most important condition which we feel compelled to stipu- 
late” (Bulletin of the Executive Committee of the Commu- 
nist International No. 2, 20 September 1921). Furthermore, 
it demanded that Poale Zion oppose Jewish emigration to 
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“In the name of the Jewish proletariat and the working 
masses, we therefore most vigorously protest that, on 
the pretense of national liberation, a privileged Jewish 
minority is being artificially implanted in the population 
of Palestine. Such a policy is a direct violation of the 
rights of the Arab working masses in their struggle for 
independence and for complete possession of the land 
and of all the products of their labor. 
“The slogan of the Jewish proletariat, and of every friend 
of the toiling masses and every fighter for national 
liberation, must be ‘Hands off Palestine!’” 

—excerpt from declaration by the Central Bureau__, 

of Jewish Sections, Communist Party of Russia, 


Baku (1920) 


Palestine and change its name to the Palestine Communist 
Party in order to show its intent to represent not only Jewish 
workers but also the Arab toilers. When the majority of Poale 
Zion refused to accede to these conditions, the Comintern 
made clear that it had been prepared to make “great conces- 
sions with regard to propaganda and organization, in order 
to facilitate thereby the development of Communism even 
among the most backward portions of the Jewish proletariat.” 
They continued: “The only relations between the Commu- 
nists and the Poale Zion since the rejection of the conditions 
of entrance have been those of the greatest hostility” (“To 
the Communists of all Countries! To the Jewish Proletariat!”’, 
International Press Correspondence, | August 1922). 


Palestine Communist Party: 
Between Zionism and Arab Nationalism 


When the Palestine Communist Party was admitted into 
the Comintern in 1924, the Stalinists had taken political 
power in the Soviet Union and the CI was on its course of 
degeneration. From being an instrument for world revolu- 
tion, it was being transformed into an adjunct of Stalinist 
foreign policy, based on the reactionary perspective of build- 
ing socialism in one country in peaceful coexistence with 
imperialism. Thus, CI interventions into the PCP were not 
driven by what was needed to build a revolutionary party. 

At its founding, the PCP formally opposed Zionism, but 
this break was partial. The PCP had emerged out of the left 
wing of Poale Zion, and its membership continued to identify 
with left Zionism. It was composed mainly of Jewish settlers 
who arrived with no knowledge of Palestine and barely any 
awareness of the people who lived there. Its membership was 
highly unstable, with many simply leaving Palestine when they 
were won to communism in order to escape “the Zionist hell.” 

The PCP did seek to unite Arabs and Jews, but it did so 
without frontally opposing Zionism. For example, a 1921 
May Day leaflet issued by the PCP’s precursor called for 
Arab workers to join the Communists’ demonstration and 
stated that Jewish workers had come to Palestine as allies in 
joint struggle against Arab and Jewish capitalists. Of course, 
in acontext of Zionists driving Arab peasants from the land 
and Arab workers from their jobs, this fell on deaf ears. The 
PCP’s approach implicitly amounted to demanding that the 
Arab masses shed their legitimate national aspirations as the 
precondition for unity; the struggle against Zionism had to 
be set aside in order to “unite” against the bosses. 

That position was completely counterposed to the Leninist 
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Comintern’s Congress of the Peoples of the East, 
Baku, 1920. 


approach to the national question. As Lenin laid out in 

“The Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations to Self- 

Determination” (January-February 1916): 
“The proletariat of the oppressor nations must not confine 
themselves to general, stereotyped phrases against annexation 
and in favour of the equality of nations in general, such as any 
pacifist bourgeois will repeat.... The proletariat must demand 
freedom of political separation for the colonies and nations 
oppressed by ‘their own’ nation. Otherwise, the international- 
ism of the proletariat would be nothing but empty words; nei- 
ther confidence nor class solidarity would be possible between 
the workers of the oppressed and the oppressor nations.” 

While the question in Palestine was not one of political 
secession, Lenin’s point retains its full validity. The respon- 
sibility of Jewish communists in Palestine was and remains 
first and foremost to oppose the national oppression of the 
Palestinians. Only on this basis can we even begin to speak 
of class unity. 

It is precisely this lesson that many so-called commu- 
nists reject today when they issue calls for unity that are not 
premised on the liberation of the oppressed. Lutte Ouvriere 
(LO) is notorious in this regard, proudly marching in the 
streets of Paris under banners reading: “Against Imperialism 
and Its Maneuvers, Against Netanyahu and Hamas, Proletar- 
ians of France, Palestine, Israel...Unite!” Again, unity will 
only happen through Palestinian national liberation—a 
cause which LO rejects. Unsurprisingly, LO also prettifies 
the early PCP. 

From the mid 1920s through the mid 1930s, the CI inter- 
vened to force the PCP to orient to the Arab majority. While 
this was indeed necessary, the Stalinists carried it out with 
bureaucratic methods and in the service of reformist aims. The 
CI eventually required PCP members to re-register based on 
a pledge to support the Arabization of the party and replaced 
most of the Jewish leadership with Arabs. On the political 
level, the turn flip-flopped between blanket and sterile denun- 
ciations of the Arab nationalist leadership, labeling them as 
“nothing but a tool of reaction,’ and complete conciliation 
of these same leaders (quoted in Joel Beinen, “The Palestine 
Communist Party 1919-1948,” MERIP Reports, March 1977). 

These changes in the party intersected Hitler’s coming to 
power in Germany, which brought a flood of German Jew- 
ish immigrants to Palestine. From 1933 to 1936, more than 
130,000 Jews arrived in Palestine and the Yishuv, the general 
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Left: Zionist “Flying Brigade,” 1930s. Right: Arab Revolt against British overlords broke out in 1936 as mass 
Jewish immigration accelerated dispossession of Palestinians. 


body of Jewish settlers, grew by about 80 percent. These 
developments brought tensions between Jews and Arabs to a 
new height, culminating in the 1936-39 Great Arab Revolt, 
an upheaval that ranged from protests and peasant uprisings 
to a general strike and armed insurrection. 

The Palestinian Communists supported the leadership 
of the revolt, initially throwing their authority behind the 
Mufti of Jerusalem, Amin al-Husayni, who had emerged as 
its leader. The PCP hailed him as “belonging to the most 
extremely anti-imperialist wing of the nationalist movement” 
(quoted in Ghassan Kanafani, The 1936-39 Revolt in Pal- 
estine [New York: Committee for a Democratic Palestine, 
1972]). To say that this was a prettification is a gross under- 
statement. The head of a rich landowning family, al-Husayni 
had been appointed in 1921 by the British High Commis- 
sioner, who viewed him as essential to maintaining stability 
in Palestine. Although loyal to the British Empire, al-Husayni 
saw the Zionist project as a threat to the Arab elites he rep- 
resented, propelling his initial leadership of the revolt. But 
as the movement developed, the insurrectionary workers and 
peasants began to threaten the interests of large landowners, 
a class to which he belonged. As a result, the Mufti cut a deal 
with the British in 1936 to end the general strike and helped 
them suppress the first stage of the Arab Revolt. 

It was clearly correct for the PCP to support the revolt and 
even fight side by side with the Mufti. But it needed to do 
so critically, showing the masses at every step how he was 
holding back the struggle, including through anti-Semitism, 
which prevented winning over Jewish workers. Instead, the 
PCP supported this clerical leader, who not only led the 
movement to defeat but literally oversaw the killing of com- 
munists. In “The Palestine Communist Party 1919-1948,” 
Beinen shows that the PCP’s liquidation into the nationalist 
movement went so far as to demand that its Jewish members 
take part in terrorist actions against the Jewish community. 

Unsurprisingly, the PCP’s policy was unpopular among its 
Jewish base and tore the party apart. Reflecting deepening 
national divisions within the party, the PCP Central Com- 
mittee created a new structure called the Jewish Section. 
This section was critical of the overzealous support to the 
Arab Revolt and increasingly adapted to Zionism. Seeing 
“progressive circles within Zionism,” it called for a popular 
front with Zionist groups and parties. Eventually, the Arab- 


led Central Committee demanded the dissolution of the Jew- 
ish Section. This demand was resisted, leading to a split. 

The suppression of the 1936-39 revolt consolidated the 
military and economic basis for a separate Zionist state. Brit- 
ish imperialism used the Haganah, a Zionist militia of over 
10,000 men, to put down the uprising. Almost 10 percent of the 
adult male Palestinian Arab population was killed, wounded, 
imprisoned or exiled, including the Mufti and almost all of 
the Palestinian nationalist leadership. At the same time, a net- 
work of roads was built between the principal Zionist colonies 
that was later a basic part of the infrastructure of the Zionist 
economy. The main road from Haifa to Tel Aviv was paved, 
the Haifa harbor was expanded and deepened and a harbor 
was constructed at Tel Aviv that later killed off the Arab port 
of Jaffa. In addition, the Zionists monopolized contracts for 
supplying the British troops who had started to flood into 
Palestine as the Second World War began. 

That new conflict accelerated the PCP’s catastrophic 
course, particularly when—following the orders of Stalin— 
it admonished Palestinians and Jews alike to join with the 
British in the “democratic” war against fascist Germany. In 
a polemic against the small group of Trotskyists in Palestine 
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written just prior to the war, Leon Trotsky insisted on the 
importance of opposing both imperialist camps. He wrote: 
“Should revolutionary defeatism be renounced in relation to 
nonfascist countries? Herein is the crux of the question; upon 
this issue, revolutionary internationalism stands or falls. 
“For instance, should the 360,000,000 Indians renounce 
any attempt to utilize the war for their own liberation? The 
uprising of Indians in the midst of a war would undoubtedly 
aid strongly in the defeat of Great Britain. Furthermore, in 
the event of an Indian uprising...should the British workers 
support them? Or, on the contrary, are they duty-bound to 
pacify the Indians, and lull them to sleep—for the sake of a 
victorious struggle of British imperialism ‘against fascism’? 
Which way for us?” 
—‘“A Step Towards Social Patriotism” (March 1939) 
This touched precisely on the problem that was polarizing 
the PCP. Indeed, support to British imperialism was unpop- 
ular among its Arab members. Although they did not neces- 
sarily oppose Stalinist support for British imperialism in the 
war, they could not stomach the PCP recruiting Arabs for 
the hated British army. Within a few years, this difference 
and growing nationalist divisions impelled Arab members to 
split from the PCP and found a left-wing organization called 
the National Liberation League. The PCP was again reduced 
to its Jewish membership. That latest course of capitulation 
prepared what would become the PCP’s greatest betrayal: 
supporting Israel in the Nakba. 


Support to the Nakba: Stalin’s Great Betrayal 


At the end of World War II, the British Empire was col- 
lapsing under the weight of its war effort and the strains 
of maintaining the colonial Empire. This led to British 
withdrawal from Palestine, handing authority to the United 
Nations. In 1947, the UN General Assembly adopted a parti- 
tion plan dividing Palestine between Arab and Israeli states. 
The latter was accorded large areas, many of which were 
inhabited by a majority-Arab population. 

For the Zionists, this was not enough. As soon as the UN 
voted to partition Palestine, Zionists launched an offensive 
that eventually displaced more than 700,000 Palestinians and 
conquered 78 percent of historic Palestine. Entire cities were 
emptied of Palestinians, and their orchards, industry, trans- 
port, factories, houses and other possessions were seized. This 
massive ethnic cleansing, which gave birth to Israel, became 
known by Palestinians as the Nakba—the catastrophe. 

The initial Zionist offensive sent shockwaves throughout 
the Arab world. In his book The Hundred Years’ War on Pal- 
estine (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 2020), Rashid 
Khalidi describes the unfolding tragedy: 

“In this first phase of the Nakba before May 15, 1948, a pat- 
tern of ethnic cleansing resulted in the expulsion and pan- 
icked departure of about 300,000 Palestinians overall and the 
devastation of many of the Arab majority’s key urban eco- 
nomic, political, civic, and cultural centers. The second phase 
followed after May 15, when the new Israeli army defeated 
the Arab armies that joined the war. In belatedly deciding to 
intervene militarily, the Arab governments were acting under 
intense pressure from the Arab public, which was deeply dis- 
tressed by the fall of Palestine’s cities and villages one after 
another and the arrival of waves of destitute refugees in neigh- 
boring capitals.” 

As Khalidi mentions, the Arab League, a coalition com- 
posed principally of Egypt, Transjordan, Iraq and Syria, 
intervened against Israel. The King of Transjordan, Abdul- 
lah I, played a pivotal role in this conflict. Having initially 
conspired with the British and the Zionists to stop the for- 
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Left wing of Poale Zion issued 1930s May Day poster 
emblazoned with Labor Zionist calls for “Free Entry 
into Land of Israel” and a “Socialist Israel.” 


mation of an independent Palestinian state in order to annex 
part of its territory, he was eventually pushed into confronting 
Israel and represented the coalition’s most serious military 
force. His treacherous role contributed significantly to the 
coalition’s defeat, which sealed the fate of the Palestinians. 

However, King Abdullah never claimed to be a revolution- 
ary Marxist. Joseph Stalin, on the other hand, betrayed the 
Palestinian cause in the name of communism and the Soviet 
Union. It was Stalin, together with American president Tru- 
man, who pushed through the resolution for partition in the 
UN. It was the Soviet Union that was the first country to 
formally recognize the state of Israel. Abba Eban, a future 
Israeli foreign minister, described how Soviet recognition 
represented “an incredible opportunity; in a moment all of our 
plans on the discussion at the UN were completely changed.” 
Going further than diplomatic betrayals, from 1948 to 1949 
the Soviet bloc sent arms to the Haganah via Czechoslovakia, 
providing crucial equipment to the Zionist militias that were 
rampaging against Palestinian cities and villages. 

The support of the Soviet Union to the Nakba was a 
betrayal of historic proportions, not least because the USSR 
was seen around the world as the leader of the working class 
and the colonial revolution. Naturally, the various Commu- 
nist parties and Stalinist organizations taking part in Pal- 
estinian demonstrations today bury or deny this lamentable 
record. For example, the Communist Party of Greece (KKE) 
papers over this crime, writing that “The massacre of the 
Jews by the Nazis and the anti-Semitism promoted by the 
bourgeois classes before the Second World War in many cap- 
italist countries led to the acceptance by the USSR and the 
international labour movement of the creation of the state 
of Israel alongside the state of Palestine” (“Short Answers 
to Current Ideological-Political Questions Concerning the 


42 


ATNOY INW jn parxna 
Wy DOW MMO MnIpINT TAR ‘ll 1) 
Iqwinnn Tn NI Win NMS Nk mraan 


k 
= 


Israeli Communist poster, 1950, pushes Jewish-Arab 
cooperation and peace...on Palestinians’ stolen 
land. 


Israeli Attack and Massacre Against the Palestinian People 
in the Gaza Strip,” inter.kke.gr, 20 November 2023). 


Trotskyists on the Nakba: Zionism and Centrism 


In addition to the Communist Party, there was also a small 
nucleus of Trotskyists in Palestine. Coming mostly from 
Zionist backgrounds, from which they never completely 
broke, they were organized in the Revolutionary Commu- 
nist League (RCL) in the late 1930s. Tony Cliff, a leader of 
the RCL, was from a prominent Zionist family in British- 
occupied Palestine and joined a Labor Zionist organization 
in his youth. By the 1950s, Cliff was living in Britain, cheer- 
ing Arab nationalism as leader of Socialist Review Group, 
precursor to the Socialist Workers Party. But in 1938, Cliff 
was singing a different tune: “It is evident that the British 
know full well how to exploit the elementary needs of the 
Jewish worker, namely immigration and colonization, neither 
of which contradicts the real necessities of the Arab masses” 
(“British Policy in Palestine,’ The New International, Octo- 
ber 1938, our emphasis). Needless to say, the mass immigra- 
tion of Jews to Palestine and its colonization did contradict 
the real necessities of the Arab masses. These lines were all 
the more damning given that they were written in the midst 
of the Great Arab Revolt against Zionist colonization. 

These views were not unanimous in the Trotskyist move- 
ment. Cliff was sharply denounced by the South African 
Trotskyists, who argued: 

“Apologetic critics of Zionism from the ‘left,’ so-called social- 
ists and communists, who are fond of talking about Marx and 
dialectics, but whose socialism goes no deeper than their skin, 
are shocked that the wrath of the Arabs is directed not only 
against British imperialism, but also against the Jews in Pales- 
tine. These liberals are unable to understand why, on meeting 
with a united Zionist front of bourgeoisie and labor, a hostile 
united front, siding with their enemy, British imperialism, and 
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supporting it, the Arabs should come to the conclusion that 
all Jews in Palestine are Zionists and therefore their enemies. 
This conclusion is, to be sure, a wrong one, but where are the 
signs that would make this clear to the Arabs?” 
—‘“Zionism and the Arab Struggle,’ November 1938, 
reprinted in The New International, February 1939 
This was a prescient criticism, but it was never incorporated 
into the practice and program of the Trotskyists in Palestine. 

The difficulties of the international Trotskyist movement 
in developing a correct program for the question of Pales- 
tine were in large part caused by its decimation during the 
world war. Trotsky himself was murdered in 1940 on Sta- 
lin’s orders, and many of the Fourth International’s most 
experienced cadres, such as Abram Leon, died at the hands 
of either the Stalinists or the Nazis. The Trotskyist move- 
ment emerged from the war weak and disoriented over the 
profound changes taking place in the world. When it came 
to Palestine and the Jewish question, this weakened move- 
ment came under strong pressure to conciliate Zionism in 
the wake of the Holocaust and with hundreds of thousands 
of survivors who were denied entry into the imperialist 
countries languishing in displaced persons camps. Those 
pressures were compounded by the fact that the Stalinists, 
social democrats and most of the trade-union movement in 
the U.S. and Europe supported the creation of Israel. 

The Trotskyists’ disorientation was reflected in the 1947 
“Draft Theses on the Jewish Question Today” written by 
Ernest Mandel, a leader of the Fourth International. The 
Theses contained many correct points, including: 

“The Fourth International must therefore do its utmost to dis- 
suade the Jewish refugees from immigration to Palestine; it 
must endeavor, within the framework of a movement of world 
solidarity, to get the doors of other countries opened to them, 
and must warn that Palestine is for them a terrible trap; and in 
its concrete propaganda on the question of Jewish immigration, 
it must start from the sovereignty of the Arab population.” 
—Fourth International, January-February 1948 

However, the Theses described the establishment of a 
Zionist state as utopian, even though Israel’s military and 
economic foundations had already been laid. They also 
appealed to the Arab masses to use attacks against the Brit- 
ish to “bring forward concretely the question of withdrawal 
of British troops.” But those attacks were being carried out 
by the ultra-Zionist Irgun militia against restrictions on Jew- 
ish immigration! The Theses denied that the British were, in 
fact, withdrawing from Palestine and that Zionist terrorism 
was a precursor to the mass displacement of Palestinians. 
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Jewish refugee ship, 1947. U.S., Britain refused entry to Jews, 
ultimately diverting thousands to Israel. 


When it came to the Nakba itself, the most overt capitula- 
tion to Zionism came from Max Shachtman’s Workers Party 
(WP) in the U.S. The WP supported the foundation of Israel, 
claiming that its war against the Arab countries was one of 
national liberation. Praising Israel’s declaration of indepen- 
dence, they denounced the intervention of Arab states: 

“Invading [Israel’s] defenses and threatening their indepen- 
dence came the reactionary onslaught of some of the most 
backward and reactionary kingships and dynasts of the world, 
the semi-feudal oppressors of the Arab people. 

“This reactionary invasion was launched with but one end in 
view—precisely to deprive the Israeli people of their right to 
self-determination.” 

—Hal Draper, “How to Defend Israel,” 
The New International, July 1948 

These reactionary Zionist politics were the direct result 
of the 1940 split of the WP from the U.S. Trotskyist Social- 
ist Workers Party (SWP). The split, which was caused by 
Shachtman and his clique refusing to defend the Soviet Union, 
reflected the pressures of petty-bourgeois public opinion, par- 
ticularly from the New York Jewish socialist milieu. 

As for the Fourth International, it at least opposed the 
UN partition plan for Palestine. The British Revolutionary 
Communist Party, for example, wrote: “Partition of Pales- 
tine is reactionary from every aspect—neither the Jews nor 
the Arab masses have anything to gain from it” (Socialist 
Appeal, December 1947). For its part, the U.S. SWP pub- 
lished an editorial that correctly stated that the Jews “can- 
not carve out a state at the expense of the national rights of 
the Arab peoples. This is not self-determination, but con- 
quest of another people’s territory” (The Militant, 31 May 
1948, emphasis added). 

However, in the war between the Zionists and the Arab 
League, the Fourth International refused to side with the 
Arabs, denouncing them and the Zionists as equally reac- 
tionary. The same SWP editorial stated: 

“Neither are the Arab rulers conducting a progressive struggle 
for national independence and against imperialism. They are, 
by their anti-Jewish war, trying to divert the struggle against 
imperialism, and utilizing the aspirations of the Arab masses 
for national freedom, to smother the social opposition to their 
tyrannical rule.” 
The RCL in Palestine argued the same position in an edi- 
torial titled “Against the Stream,” writing: “We say to the 
Jewish and Arab workers: The enemy is in your own camp!” 
(Fourth International, May 1948). 
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This was profoundly false. The 1948 war 
was a national war of expansion by the Zionists 
against the Arab Palestinian population. Despite 
the reactionary nature and all the machinations 
of King Abdullah and other Arab rulers, they 
were objectively fighting against the ethnic 
cleansing of the Palestinians. It is simply false to 
argue that the victory of the Arab League would 
be just as reactionary as that of Israel. For the 
Palestinians, Arab victory would have meant 
remaining on their historic land. If the war had 
somehow turned into a war of oppression against 
the Jewish population, its character would have 
changed, calling for a different response. But at 
no point was this posed in the slightest. 

Some, then and now, argue that the links 
between the Arab League and British imperial- 
ism were proof that both sides in the war were 
reactionary. It is true that both Israel and the Arab side were 
supported, in some ways, by various imperialist powers. But 
this was a secondary factor. The war was not about compet- 
ing imperialist aspirations in the region but about driving 
the Palestinians off their land. The 1948 war and every sub- 
sequent war—1967, 1973, 1982, etc.—were wars of Zionist 
expansion. The only correct position for Marxists in these 
conflicts was to side with Palestine and the Arabs. 

The refusal by Trotskyists in 1948 to do this was a capitu- 
lation to Zionism in the face of the Nakba, an utter betrayal. 
Yet almost all contemporary Trotskyists uphold this as 
an example to follow—making revolutionary intervention 
impossible today: from our organization (until now) to the 
Revolutionary Communist International, both Bolshevik 
Tendencies, the League for the Fourth International and the 
Trotskyist Fraction/Left Voice. Left Voice wrote: “We think 
that the Jewish Palestinian Trotskyists in the late 1940s had 
the only realistic vision for resolving the conflict” (“The 
Farce of the ‘Two-State Solution’ and the Socialist Perspec- 
tive for Palestine,” leftvoice.org, 16 December 2023). How 
being defeatist in the Nakba did anything to resolve the con- 
flict is for Left Voice to explain. 


The Green Line 


The borders established as a result of Israel’s victory in the 
1948 war are called the Green Line and were recognized by 
UN Security Council Resolution 242 following the 1967 war. 
This resolution became a cornerstone of the Arab-Israeli con- 
flict, forming the basis for Israel’s peace treaties with Egypt 
(1979) and Jordan (1994), for the 1993 Oslo Accord and for 
all discussions about a two-state solution. Here is what Nayef 
Hawatmeh, leader of the Democratic Front for the Liberation 
of Palestine, correctly said about Resolution 242: 

“Acceptance of the resolution directly implies: 
“(1) Endorsement of the conquest and loss of territory that 
befell the people of Palestine in 1948. 
“(2) The liquidation of the Palestinian resistance movement 
to safeguard the frontiers of the state of Israel. 
“(3) The continued existence of an expansionist state closely 
linked with American imperialism by virtue of the common 
interest of the two parties that Israel should continue to exist 
as an instrument for expansion and for the repression of the 
national liberation movement in the Middle East.” 
—‘‘A Democratic Solution for the Palestine Problem,” 
12 January 1970, reprinted in DPFLP pamphlet The 
August Program and a Democratic Solution, undated 
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Flowing from this, it should be clear that there can be no 
talk of Palestinian liberation based on the Green Line and 
Resolution 242. But pro-Palestinian liberals like the BDS 
movement, liberal Zionists like Norman Finkelstein and the 
Gush Shalom group, and reformists like the KKE uphold 
the Green Line as Israel’s legitimate borders. The purpose 
of that argument is to create a false distinction between the 
land stolen from the Palestinians in the 1948 war and that 
stolen in later expansions. Thus, only territories occupied 
after 1967 are considered to be “occupied territories.” It’s 
easy for wealthy liberal Zionists in Tel Aviv to speak with 
contempt about the poorer Jews who live in the West Bank 
as “settlers.” The reality, however, is that the entire state of 
Israel is a settler colony built on the dispossession of the 
Palestinians. The 700,000 settlers in the West Bank, some 
of whom have lived there for decades, are not fundamen- 
tally different from those living in the rest of Israel. 

Beyond making liberal Zionists from Tel Aviv to New 
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Left: Giant Cairo protest against partition of 
Palestine. Above: King Abdullah of Transjordan, 


with members of the Arab Legion, just before Arab 
forces took Jerusalem’s Old City, May 1948. 


York feel good about themselves, the purpose of opposing 
only the post-1967 expansions of Israel is to foster the illu- 
sion that there can be a reformist halfway-house solution to 
the Palestinian question, whereby the Israelis would see the 
light, withdraw back to the Green Line and let the Palestinians 
build a rump state. To believe this is to understand nothing 
of the Zionist project, whose defenders will fight to the death 
for every inch of “holy land” stolen from the Palestinians. 

To raise slogans such as “end the occupation” and “Israeli 
troops and settlers out of the occupied territories” (refer- 
ring only to territories beyond the Green Line) implicitly 
accepts the legitimacy of the state of Israel. Obviously, it is 
necessary to militarily resist encroachment on Palestinian 
land by fanatic settlers and the occupation in general. But 
to believe that the problem of 700,000 settlers occupying 
the West Bank can be solved short of shattering the state of 
Israel is a dangerous illusion, one that Zionists can exploit 
to shackle the Palestinian movement. 


The Spartacist Tradition 


Here we must address the stained legacy of our own 
tendency on the question of Palestine. The Revolutionary 
Tendency, the opposition in the SWP that gave birth to the 
Spartacist League in the 1960s, was led by a group of cad- 
res who originally came from Shachtman’s Independent 
Socialist League. Despite their correct struggle against the 
degeneration of the SWP, they brought with them the Shacht- 
manite tradition on Palestine. This was most clearly seen in 
the 1968 article “Arab-Israeli Conflict: Turn the Guns the 
Other Way” (Spartacist No. 11, March-April 1968), which 
not only took a retrospective position of siding with Israel 
in the 1948 war but advocated the defeat of both sides in 
the 1967 war of Zionist expansion. The article demanded 
“the signing of a peace treaty on the basis of the 1949 truce 
boundary lines, thus granting Arab recognition to the right 
of a Hebrew nation to exist.” 
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This pro-Israel position was changed with the seminal arti- 
cle “Birth of the Zionist State,’ Part Two (Workers Vanguard 
No. 45, 24 May 1974), where the Spartacist tendency adopted 
the somewhat less reactionary line of the SWP on the 1948 
war—defeatism on both sides. Ridiculously, the justification 
for this change was not that the earlier position was openly 
Zionist but that “new factual material” had come to light. 

Moreover, the article developed the so-called theory of 
interpenetrated peoples, proclaiming: “The democratic issue 
of self-determination for each of two nationalities or peoples 
who geographically interpenetrate can only conceivably be 
resolved equitably within the framework of the proletariat in 
power.” It is true that a just resolution of the Palestinian conflict 
requires proletarian power. However, the purpose of the the- 
ory was to present the fight for Palestinian self-determination 
as illegitimate, invoking the bogeyman that any struggle in 
this direction would violate the right of self-determination 
of Israelis. In this framework, the Spartacist tendency issued 
abstract calls for class unity, putting forward such slogans as 
“Not Jew against Arab but class against class!” In more recent 
years, our tendency’s propaganda heavily denounced Zionist 
terror but still refused to put the national liberation of Pales- 
tinians at the center of a revolutionary perspective. 

The question of self-determination for Israel is a red her- 
ring. Israelis already have a state, and its purpose is to stop 
the Palestinians from having their own. Under current con- 
ditions, refusing to fight for Palestinian self-determination 
in the name of Israeli self-determination simply amounts to 
defending the Zionist status quo. The real question is for the 
Palestinians to exercise their right of self-determination in 
a way compatible with the continued existence of a Jewish 
nation in the Near East. This is possible only in the form of 
a unified, binational state based on resolving the historical 
injustice committed against the Palestinians and where both 
nations enjoy full democratic rights in regard to language, 
culture and religion. Such a state can only be established 
by shattering the Zionist state and through a revolutionary 
overturn of the entire region. 

While the ICL has now rejected and drawn a hard line 
against the pseudo-Marxist theory of interpenetrated peo- 
ples, other organizations in our tradition—the League for 
the Fourth International, the Bolshevik Tendency and the 
International Bolshevik Tendency—continue to uphold its 
legacy of capitulation to Zionism. 


Arab Nationalism and the 1967 Defeat 


In the period following World War II, anti-colonial upris- 
ings broke out around the world, from Vietnam to Algeria and 
Latin America. In Egypt, the Free Officers coup of 1952 swept 
away the British stooge King Farouk and brought the radical 
nationalist Colonel Gamal Abdel Nasser to power. Impelled 
by the 1948 defeat at the hands of Israel, Nasser sought to 
free Egypt from imperialism and modernize the country. He 
promoted pan-Arab nationalism, pushing the unity of Arab 
League states to drive the imperialists and Zionists out of the 
region. In 1956, Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal, seizing 
it from its British and French owners, and closed it to Israeli 
shipping. This action was wildly popular in the Middle East 
and throughout the Third World. In response, Israel invaded 
Egypt together with Britain and France. But under heavy 
pressure from the U.S. and the USSR, the invading forces 
withdrew shortly afterward in a humiliating defeat. 
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Zionism. 


In May 1967, Nasser again closed the canal to Israeli 
vessels. Israel once again retaliated and, in a pre-emptive 
airstrike, destroyed almost the entire Egyptian air force and 
then launched a ground offensive into Egypt’s Sinai Pen- 
insula as well as the Egyptian-occupied Gaza Strip. This 
prompted a new war between the Arab League and Israel, 
which ended in another disastrous defeat for the Arabs. By 
the end of what is known as the Six-Day War, Israel had 
seized Syria’s Golan Heights, the Jordanian-annexed West 
Bank (including East Jerusalem) and the Egyptian-occupied 
Gaza Strip. Some 300,000 Palestinians out of almost one 
million were expelled from the West Bank, another dis- 
placement that would have long-term consequences. 

Up to this point, Palestinian nationalists had placed their 
hopes in Arab regimes such as Nasser’s to advance their 
own liberation. However, the 1967 defeat clearly showed that 
imperialist-backed Israel vastly outmatched Arab forces in 
conventional warfare. As a result of this defeat, together with 
the never-ending treachery of the Arab regimes, Palestinian 
nationalists concluded that they needed greater independence 
from their patrons and ramped up their strategy of guerrilla 
struggle, inspired by the models of Cuba and Vietnam. 

In this context, Yasser Arafat’s PLO became the main 
force in the Palestinian nationalist movement. Reflecting 
the new orientation, in 1968 Arafat revised the Palestinian 
National Charter to assert that “commando action consti- 
tutes the nucleus of the Palestinian popular liberation war.” 
The PLO still needed support from Arab regimes, which it 
secured by adopting a principle of “non-interference’—that 
is, agreeing not to criticize the regimes. The more left-wing, 
Marxist-Leninist-inspired Popular Front for the Liberation 
of Palestine (PFLP) and Democratic Front for the Liberation 
of Palestine criticized this capitulation but shared the PLO’s 
overall guerrilla strategy. The late 1960s and 1970s saw a 
series of hijackings, bombings and kidnappings, including 
the kidnapping and eventual death of Israeli athletes during 
the 1972 Olympics in Munich. 

Individual terrorism as a tactic has always been rejected 
by the Marxist movement, which bases its perspective on the 
mobilization of the working masses. The nature of the Pales- 
tinian conflict gives the guerrilla road an even more desper- 
ate and counterproductive role. In the first instance, unlike a 
“banana republic” propped up by imperialist corruption, the 
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Israeli state relies on the militarized fist of an entire nation. 


Together with the massive support it receives from its impe- 
rialist patrons, this makes it impossible for the Palestinians 
to break the state of Israel through conventional military 
means, much less through guerrilla tactics. Second, acts of 
terror against Israeli civilians, including those of Hamas on 
7 October, do not weaken but rather strengthen the Zionist 
fortress, welding the population tighter to its rulers. Third, 
the purpose of the guerrilla road in Palestine has always 
been to pressure either the Arab regimes or the imperialist 
powers to intercede on behalf of the Palestinians, a futile 
and suicidal endeavor. 

That is not to say that Marxists reject armed resistance. On 
the contrary, military resistance, including through united 
fronts with nationalist forces, is of crucial importance. How- 
ever, it must be part of a broader revolutionary strategy that 
must include winning over a segment of Israeli society, cen- 
trally its working class. This is not out of humanitarian con- 
siderations but out of vital necessity for the Palestinian cause. 
There is simply no other road than to break up Israel from 
within. Even if Israel were somehow defeated through purely 
military means, one must only think back to the Masada, 
when Jews besieged by the Romans chose mass suicide rather 
than defeat, to understand what the Zionist fanatics would be 
willing to do in the face of an existential threat from without. 

After 1967, most of the Western left flipped from capitu- 
lating to liberal Zionism to leading cheers for the Palestinian 
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national resistance, including justifying the guerrilla road. This 
prevented winning the best elements from the nationalists to 
communism. In the end, many of this generation of courageous 
fighters were massacred by the Mossad, including Ghassan 
Kanafani, a PFLP leader who was blown up in his car in 1972. 
Today, just as back then, it is necessary to oppose the 
method of individual terrorism. Instead of conciliating Pal- 
estinian nationalists, the duty of Marxists is to win them to 
an internationalist working-class perspective. As Lenin laid 
out in the article already cited: 
“The socialists of the oppressed nations must, in partic- 
ular, defend and implement the full and unconditional 
unity, including organisational unity, of the workers of the 
oppressed nation and those of the oppressor nation. Without 
this it is impossible to defend the independent policy of the 
proletariat and their class solidarity with the proletariat of 
other countries in face of all manner of intrigues, treachery 
and trickery on the part of the bourgeoisie. The bourgeoisie 
of the oppressed nations persistently utilise the slogans of 
national liberation to deceive the workers.” 


The Israeli Matzpen Socialists 


The most radical and anti-Zionist organization on the 
Israeli left was Matzpen. Founded in 1962, it grew after the 
1967 war, when it began to argue that Israel was a colonial- 
settler state from inception and to advocate self-determination 
for the Palestinians. Matzpen took the position that “it is the 
recognition of the basic nature of Zionist ideology and the 
total break with it which permits the affirmation of an inter- 
nationalist position and which is thereby the basis for a com- 
mon battle between Israeli and Palestinian revolutionaries” 
(“Military Escalation Within Israeli Society,” matzpen.org, 
10 February 1972). However, they did not think the Israeli 
working class could be broken from Zionism: 

“Although class conflicts do exist in Israeli society, they are 
constrained by the fact that the society as a whole is subsidized 
from the outside. This privileged status is related to Israel’s 
role in the region, and as long as this role continues there 
is little prospect of the internal social conflicts acquiring a 
revolutionary character. On the other hand, a revolutionary 
breakthrough in the Arab world would change this situation.” 
—‘“The Class Character of Israeli Society,” 
matzpen.org, 10 February 1972 

Matzpen viewed their role in Israel as waiting for the Arab 
revolution to come from outside. Furthermore, they believed 
that only Israeli youth, 1.e., students and intellectuals, could 
be broken from Zionism, not the working class. This petty- 
bourgeois approach relies on the fickle “progressive” ideas of 
this social layer rather than on workers who have a material 
interest in revolution. Thus, their call to “de-Zionize”’ Israel 
amounted to moral appeals to the enlightened middle class. 

Today, groups like the British Socialist Workers Party 
praise Matzpen but embrace its weakest point. They argue 
that the working class in Israel will never fight for revo- 
lution, unlike workers everywhere else, because it benefits 
from the oppression of Palestinians. They give the exam- 
ple: “The average wage of Israeli workers is almost double 
that of Palestinians” (“What Is the Role of Israel’s Working 
Class?”, socialistworker.co.uk, 16 January). 

It is true that Israeli workers have a privileged status in 
the region as a result of Israel’s alliance with U.S. imperi- 
alism. But Palestinian oppression is not in the class interest 
of Israeli workers. Conditions of life for the Israeli masses 
are much worse than in Britain, the U.S. or Germany, with 
Israel having the second highest rate of poverty in the 
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by Mossad in 1972. 


developed world. The oppressive conditions of life—the 
militarization of society, the dominance of religious reac- 
tion, racial oppression, gross inequalities—are all products 
of the oppression of the Palestinians. This theocratic tinder 
box of class, ethnic and gender oppression is mainly held 
together by Zionist ideology. There is a material basis to 
win the Israeli working class to revolution and Palestinian 
liberation, which require a complete break from Zionism. 

Take the example of the Arab Jews, the Mizrahim. These 
Jews, who used to live throughout the Middle East, were 
forced to emigrate to Israel by the rise in anti-Semitism 
fueled by the Arab regimes as well as by Zionist provoca- 
tions following the Nakba. In Israel, they were treated the 
way the Zionists treated other Arabs, as backward savages. 
By the 1970s, Mizrahim comprised 50 percent of the Israeli 
Jewish population. Although their status was above that of 
the Palestinian citizens of Israel, they were kept at the bot- 
tom of Israeli Jewish society by the Ashkenazi ruling class, 
consigned to the worst jobs and the worst segregated living 
conditions. That remains true to this day. 

Mizrahim have much to gain in fighting for the liberation 
of Palestinians, who are oppressed by the same Zionist state 
and ruling class as they are. But in seeking to integrate into 
Israeli society, this layer often embraces the most rabid Zion- 
ist views. This contradiction goes to the heart of the problem 
of revolution in Israel. Layers that are more ideologically 
reactionary have stronger material reasons to revolt, while 
the liberal layers, which most leftists look to, are in fact more 
materially tied to the status quo. 


The Post-Soviet World Order 
and the Defeat at Oslo 


The 1980s was a period of defeat and retreat for the Pales- 
tinian struggle. The 1982 Lebanon war ended in disaster for 
the PLO, and in 1987 the first Intifada was brutally repressed 
in the Gaza Strip and the West Bank. These military defeats 
went hand in hand with the growing isolation of the PLO in 
an international context of increased U.S. belligerence and 
Soviet retreat. With the collapse of the USSR in 1991-92, the 
world order fundamentally changed. This provoked an ideo- 
logical shift in the Palestinian struggle, with its leadership 
becoming increasingly conservative, unwilling to struggle 
and desperate for a deal. 


~ Bruno Barbey/Magnum 
Ghassan Kanafani, a leader of left-wing PFLP, was assassinated 
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In March 1991, U.S. president George Bush Sr. 
announced, “The time has come to put an end 
to the Arab-Israeli conflict” and brokered the 
first peace talks to include Israel and Palestine 
as well as Egypt, Syria, Jordan and Lebanon. His 
successor, Bill Clinton, followed in his footsteps 
and proclaimed himself the peacemaker in the 
Middle East. These lofty U.S. imperialist preten- 
sions were symptomatic of the period, which was 
characterized by U.S. hegemony and the triumph 
of liberalism in the Cold War. The U.S. could 
afford to embark on grand projects for “peace 
on earth” under Pax Americana. Of course, their 
version of peace was the continued subjugation 
of the Palestinian people and the stabilization of 
Israel’s security. 

This resulted in the early 1990s in the U.S.- 
brokered Oslo Accords. The agreements marked 
a major capitulation by the PLO, which recog- 
nized the Zionist state, overturning the 1968 PLO char- 
ter that had defined Palestine as “an indivisible territo- 
rial unit.’ Furthermore, the PLO accepted that the Jewish 
settlements in the West Bank would remain under Israeli 
control and agreed to establish the Palestinian Authority 
(PA), which, by policing territory under Palestinian control, 
would act as Israel’s overseer in the West Bank and Gaza. 
Under the pretext of ongoing negotiations, they left Israel 
in control of water and agreed that the PA would have no 
authority over foreign relations, external security or Israelis 
in Palestinian-administered territory. The Oslo Accords 
offered a bantustan-style mini-state, a grotesque promise 
that was not even fulfilled. 

The goal of the Oslo Accords was to pacify the Pales- 
tinians and freeze the conflict by dangling the hope of a 
two-state solution. The Zionists took advantage of the PLO’s 
capitulation to press the Palestinians ever more firmly, grad- 
ually reducing their territory and launching constant attacks 
against Gaza and the West Bank. This process culminated in 
the signing of the 2020 Abraham Accords under the Trump 
administration, which laid the basis for the Arab states to nor- 
malize relations with Israel by recognizing its sovereignty. 
Presented as a triumph for Israel, the Accords promised the 
relegation of the Palestinian cause to the margins of history. 


Matzpen 
Israeli Matzpen socialists fought for Palestinian 
self-determination but despaired of breaking Jewish 
workers from Zionism. 
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Edmonds/AP 
September 1993: Yasser Arafat shakes hands with 
Israel’s Yitzhak Rabin at White House, signifying PLO 
capitulation to imperialist-sponsored Oslo Accord. 


However, the tightening of the vise around the Palestin- 
ians was sure to provoke a reaction. The open treachery of 
the PLO led Palestinians to increasingly turn to Hamas and 
other Islamist forces, which offered a more radical confronta- 
tion with Israel. Sporadic clashes between Israel and Hamas 
over a decade culminated in the frontal assault on Israel with 
Operation Al-Aqsa Flood on 7 October 2023. This attack, 
together with Israel’s genocidal response, shattered the status 
quo in the region and banged the last nail into the coffin of 
the Oslo Accords. The heightened intensity and brutality 
of the conflict intersect the breakdown of U.S. hegemony, 
which brings with it increased turmoil in the world. It is in 
this new context that revolutionaries must approach the next 
steps in the struggle for Palestinian freedom. 


Marxist Perspectives Today 


While the Hamas attack shattered the status quo in the 
region, in the Marxist left the political status quo of disori- 
entation and capitulation has not budged an inch. Socialists 
of all stripes continue to zigzag between the two poles of 
Zionism and Arab nationalism. 

On the right wing, we find groups like Lutte Ouvriére 
in France and Lotta Comunista in Italy, which, despite 
opposing Israel’s bombing of Gaza, denounce the struggle 
for Palestinian liberation as a reactionary nationalist cause. 
Slightly to the left but in the same broad category, we find 
the Committee for a Workers’ International and Interna- 
tional Socialist Alternative, which hide 
their rejection of the national liberation 
of Palestine behind liberal solidarity with 
the movement and empty abstractions, 
such as the following: 

“What’s needed is an international, 
mass, working class movement to cut 
across militarism, nationalism and sec- 
tarianism. Such a movement needs to 
oppose the ruling classes of all coun- 
tries who benefit from maintaining the 
status quo, and unite working people to 
bring down all the reactionary regimes 
on the basis of a revolutionary socialist 
program for peace and stability for all.” 
—‘“End the Slaughter in Gaza 
Once & for All,” 
socialistalternative.org, 4 June 


Such platitudes about working-class unity 
against capitalism are meaningless if they 
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are not premised on the national liberation of the Palestin- 
ians. What must be understood is that the starting point for 
unity between workers in Palestine and Israel is rejection 
of Zionism, and that socialist revolution is possible only by 
putting the Palestinians’ national aspirations front and center. 

On the other end of the spectrum are those leftists who 
uncritically cheer the leadership of the Palestinian move- 
ment. The Party for Socialism and Liberation (PSL) in the 
U.S. is open about this: “The role of the movement in the 
United States is not to critique the ideology or strategy of the 
Palestinian liberation movement, but rather to do our part to 
support Palestinians in overthrowing the yoke of colonial- 
ism so that they can decide for themselves how they wish 
to organize their society” (“Why the Palestine Movement 
Is a Struggle for National Liberation,” liberationnews.org, 3 
March). Most, like the British SWP, are not so overt and crit- 
icize the methods and ideology of Hamas. But these after- 
thoughts in no way aim at challenging the hold of national- 
ism on the Palestinian struggle. 

For all of these groups, the role of communists is not to 
give the movement a revolutionary direction but to be foot 
soldiers for the liberals and nationalists. That is where both 
trends unite. No matter their position on Palestine itself, most 
Marxist groups cheer on the protest movement by sweeping 
under the rug the fact that it is led by pro-imperialist liber- 
als, or by openly promoting these people—from U.S. Dem- 
ocratic Party politician Rashida Tlaib to Labour MP and 
NATO stooge John McDonnell in Britain. 

The most perfidious role is played by centrists like Left 
Voice of the Trotskyist Fraction. They have no problem iden- 
tifying some of the key issues of the movement, writing in 
an article about the U.S:.: 

“Already early in the movement, groups like Jewish Voice 
for Peace and the Party of Socialism and Liberation, as well 
as nonprofit leaders, positioned the movement as a pressure 
campaign, as opposed to a movement meant to build the inde- 
pendent power of the working class and oppressed people.” 
—‘“The Movement for Palestine Needs Independent, 
Working-Class Politics,” leftvoice.org, 7 April 
This is very true. But what practical conclusions does Left 
Voice draw from this analysis? Does it center its interven- 
tions in the Palestinian movement on breaking it from its lib- 
eral, pro-Democratic Party leadership? No, it does not. Most 
of its activity consists of raising empty calls to “massify 
the movement” and organize “united actions in the streets.” 
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PSL supports Palestinian liberation but 
promotes politicians like Rashida Tlaib 
(shown speaking at Detroit Palestine 
conference in May) who tie movement 
to Democratic Party of genocide. 


SMON UBnoiyLyeesig 


AUGUST 2024 


When engaging in polemics with the likes of the PSL, it can 
point out how they capitulate to Hamas and the Communist 
Party of China and even criticize their conciliation of the 
Democrats. But Left Voice does not say a word about their 
cheerleading for Rashida Tlaib, the main figure in the Dem- 
ocratic Party tying the Palestinian movement to the party of 
genocide. In fact, Left Voice has carefully avoided exposing 
Tlaib’s treacherous role. 

Exposing Tlaib in the U.S., Mélenchon in France and John 
McDonnell in Britain are not secondary issues. For anyone 
serious about breaking the Palestinian movement from its 
liberal track, it is precisely these “left” figures who must be 
exposed. It is one thing to say, “We must oppose the Demo- 
crats.” It’s another matter to say, “We must oppose Rashida 
Tlaib.” The former can be accepted among radical liberals. 
The latter will directly take on their illusions. 

It was precisely the centrism typified by Left Voice that 
Lenin denounced in his polemics against Kautsky. The latter 
could denounce war in general, and even the right wing of 
the Social Democratic Party. But Kautsky refused to fight 
for a split with the social-chauvinist elements in the workers 
movement. Today, Left Voice can call for a break with the 
Democrats in general. But it refuses to fight for a split with 
the “left-wing” bourgeois component of the movement. 

That is the central task of communists and has been the 
guiding principle of the ICL’s intervention into the Pales- 
tinian movement since 7 October. In the countries where 
we have intervened, we have sought to show the necessity 
of communist leadership by putting forward a perspective 
that concretely advances the movement while exposing the 
limitations and treachery of its current leaders. This is the 
difference between centrists, who observe the problem only 
to avoid it, and revolutionaries, who chart a course to over- 
come the obstacles to victory. 


*k * * 


The Palestinian liberation struggle enters a new chapter, 
which, once again, puts Marxists to the test. In Palestine, 
revolutionaries must actively participate in and organize the 
struggle against the Israeli onslaught, including through united 
actions with the other groups of the Palestinian resistance. But 
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October 2000: Scene outside Gaza City in midst of 
Intifada. 


they must refuse to mix banners and instead use every oppor- 
tunity to subject the Islamist strategy to ruthless criticisms, 
always putting the interest of the broad movement first. At the 
same time, revolutionaries must work within Israeli society, 
crucially in the working class and the army, to push forward 
every show of anger at the Zionist government, link it with the 
Palestinian cause and further a split with all forms of Zionism. 

In the Muslim world, revolutionaries must galvanize the 
widespread pro-Palestinian sentiment of the working masses, 
connect it to the imperialist oppression of the entire region 
and orient it in a struggle against the corrupt ruling cliques. 
Unconditional opposition to imperialism and staunch oppo- 
sition to the nationalists are preconditions to uniting all 
workers and peasants, and in particular those from oppressed 
national minorities which the imperialists seek to use to 
divide and rule (e.g., the Kurds). In the Global South, boy- 
cotts and diplomatic appeals amount to nothing. Revolution- 
aries must direct the struggle toward weakening the position 
of the U.S. imperialists, the main power behind 
Israel and also their main oppressor. 

In the West, as outlined above, revolutionaries 
must fight for a split from the movement’s liberal 
and reformist leaders. In particular, they must 
struggle in the workers movement to unmask the 
social-chauvinist policy of the trade-union leaders, 
showing how their support to Israel (open or con- 
cealed) goes hand in hand with their sabotage of the 
most elementary struggles for workers’ livelihood. 

On all fronts, the struggle to advance the lib- 
eration of Palestine confronts revolutionaries 
with the need to frontally oppose those who lead 
it. The century of capitulations by the Marxist 
movement to Zionism or nationalism has been 
paid with the blood of Palestinians, led to count- 
less betrayals and defeats and denied them a pro- 
letarian solution to their national oppression. The 
task at hand is to build communist leadership of 
the Palestinian and anti-imperialist struggle—the 
key element missing for the last 100 years. m 
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We reprint below a Spartacist supplement issued on 
10 October 2023. 

Let’s get two things straight. First, Palestinians face brutal 
national oppression and indiscriminate murder by the state of 
Israel—they have every right to defend themselves, including 
through force. Second, the targeted murder of Israeli civilians 
by Hamas and its allies is a despicable crime which is totally 
counterproductive for Palestinian liberation. With Gaza now 
facing starvation and mass murder at the hands of the Israel 
Defense Forces (IDF), the international workers movement 
must urgently oppose this onslaught. But to advance and tri- 
umph, the struggle for Palestinian liberation needs a totally 
different road from everything on offer, whether Islamism or 
secular nationalism. What is needed is not empty sentiments 
of empathy from the cabal of left liberals and fake socialists 
but a revolutionary road for Palestinian liberation. 


How to Defeat the Zionist State 


To defeat one’s enemy, one must exploit its weaknesses and 
neutralize its strengths. The resilience of the state of Israel 
comes from the fact that the millions of Jewish people living 
within its borders see it as the only way to defend themselves 
in a hostile region. As long as this is the case, Israelis will 
fight to the death to defend the Zionist state. This was all 
part of the plan from the time British imperialism decided 
to back the Zionist project. Today the U.S. and Israel secure 
their interests in the Middle East by violating the national 
rights of the Palestinian people and fostering a permanent 
state of hostility between Jews and Muslims. The combina- 
tion of a militarized population and imperialist backing gives 
the Israeli state its strength and appearance of invincibility. 

However, this structure is brittle and is maintained only by 
a siege mentality fostered by the ruling class. The weak point 
is precisely that it is a militarized theocratic state ruled by an 
ever more extreme clique of corrupt fanatics. Israeli working 
people face conscription, religious regimentation and brutal 
working and living conditions. Resistance to any of this is 
labeled as betrayal of Jews. This situation creates deep racial, 
social and political fissures in Israel, which must be exploited 
to break the Zionist state and liberate Palestinians. 

The Hamas strategy of jihad does none of this and plays 
only to Israel’s strengths. By targeting Israeli civilians, they 
have succeeded only in rallying all Israelis behind the hated 
Netanyahu government, guaranteeing that the whole society 
will be united behind the bloody military response against 
Gaza. A military confrontation under these conditions will 
bring defeat and untold death to the Palestinian people. There 
can be no victory without breaking the link between the Jew- 


ish working people and their rulers, and this cannot be done 
without recognizing the democratic right of the Israeli Jew- 
ish people to live as a nation in Israel/Palestine. 

Islamists and Palestinian nationalists are always caught 
between either directing their fight against the entire Jew- 
ish people in Israel or accepting cohabitation with the Zion- 
ist state. Both are dead ends. The key is to drive a wedge 
between the Israeli people and the theocratic state. This can 
only be done with a Marxist military and political strategy, 
based on the understanding that the interrelated class and 
national conflicts cannot be resolved within the bounds of 
private property. Only from this starting point is it possible 
to elaborate a program corresponding to the interests of both 
Palestinians and the Israeli working class. 

Taking the question of the land, Palestinians justly want 
restitution for the historical crime carried out against them. 
Within existing social structures, this is impossible to reconcile 
with the right of Jewish people to keep the land they have often 
lived on for generations. But Israel, like all capitalist societies, 
is extremely unequal. Most land and property is controlled by 
a tiny fraction of the population while the majority struggles 
to get by. By targeting this parasitical layer for expropriation, 
it is possible to both start bringing justice to Palestinians and 
improve the conditions of Jewish working people. 

On the military level, it is necessary to exert the maximum 
pressure on the IDF to show Israeli society that Palestinian 
oppression comes at an unbearable cost. Blindly launching 
rockets on Israeli cities only increases the troops’ willing- 
ness to fight. Instead, the entire Palestinian population must 
be mobilized to oppose every inch of territorial encroach- 
ment and to break the siege of Gaza and the West Bank. 

But armed resistance alone cannot bring victory: it must be 
combined with a perspective of class struggle inside Israel. 
This requires struggles for the economic liberation of work- 
ers, against racial discrimination of Arabs and non-white Jews 
and for the separation of religion and state. These must be 
connected to breaking the main obstacle standing in the way 
of any social progress: Israel’s oppression of Palestinians. The 
overarching task of revolutionaries in Israel is precisely to 
fight for the workers movement to take up the cause of Pales- 
tinian liberation, in struggle against the Zionist labor leaders. 

Crucially, the class struggle in the cities must also be 
brought inside the Israeli army, with a perspective to split it. 
The IDF is overwhelmingly composed of conscripts who are 
forced to serve. If military service is no longer seen as vital for 
the survival of the Jewish people, if the cost of oppressing Pal- 
estinian people becomes too great and if conflict within Israel 
reaches a boiling point, the Israeli army can and will crack. 
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More than 75 years of brutal history have completely 
intertwined the fates of Israeli Jews and Palestinians. The 
liberation of Palestine requires the breakup of the Zionist 
state, which is impossible without the liberation of the Israeli 
working class. In turn, the economic, democratic and social 
advancement of Israeli workers, and even their continued 
existence in the Middle East, requires the end of Palestine’s 
oppression, which is the very foundation of the Zionist state. 


How to Defeat Imperialism 


Israel is backed by the U.S. and all the other imperialist 
powers, as seen once again with their unconditional support 
of the onslaught against Gaza. Thus, the liberation of Pales- 
tinians requires a strategy to confront and defeat imperialism 
in the Middle East, and ultimately worldwide. But nationalists 
are utterly incapable of doing so, placing their faith in the UN 
and the “international community” or relying on the Arab 
states to push back against the U.S. 

The UN is a den of thieves dominated by the U.S. and the 
“great” powers, who are themselves responsible for the carv- 
ing up of Palestine and its continued oppression. The consen- 
sus among imperialists is thoroughly pro-Israel. Even if they 
broker a cease-fire or peace deal, it would necessarily reflect 
their interest, which is to maintain the Zionist state as their 
outpost in the region. From the PLO to the BDS campaign, 
any strategy which relies on the robbers of the world can 
only intensify the oppression of Palestine and lead to defeat. 

As for the Muslim states, from Egypt, Jordan and Lebanon 
to Iran, they have a hundred times over stabbed the Pales- 
tinians in the back for the sake of their own opportunistic 
interests. The sheiks, dictators and mullahs lording over the 
Muslim world will “defend” Palestine only to the extent that it 
helps their own economic and military aims and strengthens 
their own position. Any strategy tying the struggle for Pales- 
tinian liberation to them will necessarily end up in betrayal. 

What is needed is a strategy based not on the “international 
community” of imperialists and regional capitalist rulers but 
on mobilizing the international working class against all 
imperialist and capitalist powers. What is needed is an alli- 
ance of workers and peasants throughout the Middle East to 
throw out the U.S. imperialists and liberate the entire region. 
This includes Israeli Jewish workers who have no interest in 
continuing to be used as pawns for the U.S. Furthermore, 
fighters for Palestine must build an international front with 
American, British, French and German working-class orga- 
nizations to stop arms shipments to Israel. These workers are 
the ones handling this cargo. And it is their struggles which 
are the surest way to weaken imperialism and advance the 
cause of Palestinian liberation. 

But we can see that these most reliable allies are the ones 
rejected by the pan-Islamists and nationalists. In allying with 
the Arab rulers, they ally with the exploiters of the Arab 
masses. And American and European workers, including 
Jewish workers, will never be won to a struggle waged under 
the Islamic banner and for the destruction of all Israelis. 


Socialist Cheerleaders for Hamas 


Following the Hamas offensive against Israel on October 7, 
pro-Israeli media have unleashed a massive propaganda cam- 
paign to justify Israel’s bloody military retaliation and white- 
wash Palestinian oppression. To counter this, so-called com- 
munists and socialists from the Socialist Workers Party in 
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Britain to the Communist Party of Greece have swept under 
the rug the criminal targeting of civilians by Hamas in the 
name of Palestine’s right to defend itself. 

Not only does this drag the name of communism in the 
mud by associating it with the crimes of Hamas, but it also 
accepts that the Palestinian people will continue to be led 
by these fanatic Islamist butchers. They know full well that 
Hamas will not bring about Palestinian freedom yet remain 
silent on the issue out of empty liberal solidarity. 

The entire Hamas strategy is to provoke a strong Israeli 
reaction, effectively strapping a suicide vest on all of Gaza. 
It is necessary to unequivocally stand in defense of Gaza 
against the bloody retaliation by Israel while at the same 
time opposing this disastrous strategy. 

Some leftists such as Left Voice, U.S. section of the 
Trotskyist Fraction, whisper at the end of their article that 
“we are on the side of the resistance of the Palestinian peo- 
ple, without suggesting that we share the strategy and meth- 
ods of Hamas, whose goal is to establish a theocratic state” 
(7 October). That said, nothing they write is aimed at break- 
ing the hold of nationalism and Islamism on the Palestinian 
liberation struggle. They like most of the left take on the role 
of liberal cheerleaders, who cannot be critical of oppressed 
groups even as they are being led toward the abyss. 

The role of the pseudo-socialist left is all the more despica- 
ble given the Palestinians’ desperate and ever-growing need of 
a viable road for liberation. Events are rapidly moving toward 
a level of carnage and reaction unseen in decades. If socialists 
do not fight for a revolutionary solution to the conflict, the 
growing desperation of the Palestinian people will be chan- 
neled once more into the arms of Islamist reaction while Jews 
are pushed deeper into the arms of Zionism. This carnival of 
reaction will not stay within the borders of Israel and Pales- 
tine but will spread far and wide over the Middle East and 
the world. It is the urgent task of socialists to break this cycle. 
Defend Gaza! 

Israel out of the West Bank and Golan Heights!* 
For a socialist federation of the Middle East! & 


* Further discussion led us to stop raising this call for reasons explained 
on page 44. 
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China... 


(continued from page 76) 


allies. As for the arguments employed, they reject basic Marx- 
ist principles on the state and imperialism. To start, we will 
address why China is not imperialist. Then we will argue that 
despite important capitalist penetration, China retains the basic 
features of a deformed workers state. The fundamental argu- 
ment developed throughout is that advancing the interests of 
the working class must start with opposing the U.S.-dominated 
world order. This is a task that requires defending the remain- 
ing gains of the 1949 Chinese Revolution but also fighting for 
a political revolution against the CPC Stalinist bureaucracy, 
whose strategy and policies are leading China to disaster. 


PART ONE: 
CHINA IS NOT IMPERIALIST 


1) Marxism vs. Empiricism 


The term “imperialism” is thrown around by all kinds 
of people in all sorts of contexts. To objectively evaluate 
the claim that China is imperialist, it is necessary to push 
the liberal clamor to the side and approach the issue from a 
Marxist standpoint. The difficulty is not to define imperial- 
ism. Most will agree with Lenin’s view that it is: 

“capitalism at that stage of development at which the dom- 
inance of monopolies and finance capital is established; in 
which the export of capital has acquired pronounced impor- 
tance; in which the division of the world among the interna- 
tional trusts has begun, in which the division of all territories 
of the globe among the biggest capitalist powers has been 
completed.” 
—Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism (1916) 


Rather, controversy arises when it comes to determin- 
ing which countries today are imperialist. Some put China, 
Brazil and even Greece on a continuum with the U.S., while 
others deny that Japan and Germany are great powers at all. 

This wide range of opinion is as much a problem of 
method as it is of program. It is essential to approach the 
question of imperialism not from morals or abstract ideals 
but in its concrete historical development, i.e., with dialec- 
tical materialism. For example, the analysis of the capitalist 
system developed by Marx looks at how it emerged as a 
distinct mode of production from the class struggle of the 
preceding feudal order. Imperialism must be approached in 
the same way: as a living system which has evolved through 
the class struggle of the last century, where the place of an 
individual country fits in as part of the whole. 

This is not the method employed by the left. A vulgar yet 
representative example of how they do approach the question 
can be found in the ISA article headlined “Is China Impe- 
rialist?” (chinaworker.info, 14 January 2022). To answer the 
question, the article looks at whether China corresponds 
to the various points from Lenin’s definition. Does it have 
monopolies? Does it export finance capital? Does it have 
a big military? Once every box on the checklist is ticked, 
China is deemed to be imperialist. 

This is not Marxism but empiricism. Instead of looking 
at China’s development within the world system, the ISA 
judges its character simply by comparing empirical evi- 
dence (size of the army, amount of capital exported, etc.) to 
an abstract norm (Lenin’s definition). Transposed to biol- 
ogy, this would be like categorizing species looking only 
at physical traits and ignoring their evolution. The problem 
with this method is that it is almost entirely subjective, with 
no way of objectively deciding which set of features are 
decisive in determining the passage of quantity into quality. 
With this approach, a set of facts can be selected to “prove” 
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that a certain country is imperialist just as a different selec- 
tion can prove the opposite. 

To cut through such hair-splitting debates over who is in 
the imperialist club, it is necessary to approach the whole 
question by looking at how imperialism has concretely 
evolved historically. And to determine China’s specific place 
in this system, it is necessary to locate its own evolution 
within that of the overall world system. Only in this way can 
we obtain a Marxist answer to the problem. 


2) The U.S. World Order and China 


The starting point for any analysis of the contemporary 
imperialist system must be 1945. Out of humanity’s great- 
est carnage, the U.S. emerged as the dominant imperial- 
ist power. The key pillars of the current world order were 
established in that context. The U.S. dollar as the world’s 
reserve currency, the UN, the IMF, NATO and the Euro- 
pean Coal and Steel Community (ancestor of the European 
Union—EU) were all designed to confront the USSR and 
enshrine exorbitant privileges for the U.S. The other cap- 
italist powers—Britain, France, Germany and Japan—had 
little choice but to follow the U.S. The old colonial empires 
rapidly ceased to play an independent role in world politics, 
their status and privileges instead becoming dependent on 
their relations with the U.S. 

As for China, a century of imperialist pillage had reduced 
it to the status of neocolony. The permanent seat it acquired 
on the UN security council simply reflected that it was an 
American ally against Japan. However, this relationship rad- 
ically changed when in 1949 Mao’s peasant army defeated 
Chiang Kai-shek’s nationalist regime, resulting in the Chi- 
nese bourgeoisie’s flight to Taiwan, the liberation of China 
from the imperialist yoke and the establishment of a workers 
state. The Chinese Revolution was a humiliating blow to the 
U.S. and directly led to an escalation of the Cold War. To 
stop the spread of communism and avoid “another China,” 
the Americans launched the McCarthyite witchhunts and 
intervened militarily in the Korean Peninsula and later in 
Vietnam. During this period, the U.S. and China stood at 
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Mao’s peasant army defeated Chinese bourgeoisie in civil war, sent 
them fleeing to Taiwan. 


polar opposites of the world order, defined by conflict over 
communism, colonial struggles and the USSR. 

This changed again sharply in 1972 when Nixon and 
Mao sealed a pact against the Soviet Union. As the U.S. was 
being defeated in Vietnam, it sought to shore up its posi- 
tion by exploiting the conflict that had emerged between 
the Soviet Union and China. Sino-American relations fur- 
ther improved when Deng Xiaoping took over from Mao 
and engaged on the “reform and opening up” path of eco- 
nomic liberalization. That said, the bilateral relations had a 
very peculiar character. The two countries worked together 
to undermine the Soviet Union, yet their social regimes 
remained fundamentally antagonistic. 

In 1991, the collapse of the Soviet Union marked a dra- 
matic turning point in the world situation and heralded a 
new era for relations between China and the West. With the 
USSR gone, the U.S. stood as the uncontested world power. 
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XNING CEREMONY ON CHINA'S ACCESSION TO THE WTO 
11 November 2001, Doha 


Reuters 
China joins World Trade Organization, symbolizing 
its integration into U.S.-dominated world market, 
November 2001. 
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American dominance and the opening of the Chinese mar- 
ket created conditions for the massive expansion in foreign 
investment and trade known as globalization. China became 
the industrial center of the world, where foreign corpora- 
tions could count on cheap labor, state planning and CPC- 
guaranteed labor peace. 

From the U.S. standpoint, market liberalization in China 
represented a huge opportunity. Moreover, since liberal 
democracy had “won the Cold War,’ Chinese Communism 
was no longer viewed as a threat but simply as an anachro- 
nism which would be overcome through economic integra- 
tion with the West. This sentiment was clearly expressed by 
U.S. president Bill Clinton, who thought that “by joining 
the WTO [World Trade Organization], China is not sim- 
ply agreeing to import more of our products; it is agreeing 
to import one of democracy’s most cherished values: eco- 
nomic freedom.... And when individuals have the power... 
to realize their dreams, they will demand a greater say” 
(9 March 2000). 

From the standpoint of the CPC, the new era was fraught 
with danger. The collapse of the Soviet Union stood as a 
warning of what would happen should the party loosen its 
political hold on the country. At the same time, the Tian- 
anmen uprising of 1989 had shown that the masses were 
restless and demanded better conditions. The deadlock was 
broken in 1992 with Deng’s “Southern tour,” a campaign to 
put the party firmly behind his agenda of market liberaliza- 
tion. The idea was that sufficient economic growth would 
dampen political discontent and consolidate the power of 
the regime. 

This proved successful. Contrary to American expecta- 
tions, China’s economic integration did not lead to a fall 
of the CPC or a breakup of state monopolies. The converg- 
ing interests of the CPC and foreign capitalists in the 1990s 
and 2000s reduced the overall pressure on the regime and 
made it possible for China to develop at an incredible speed 
by combining state control of the economy with liberalized 
capital flows and trade expansion. 
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It is essential to understand this dynamic. China’s explo- 
sive growth occurred through its integration into the U.S. 
economic system, not in opposition to it. China’s foreign 
policy—like that of all Stalinist regimes—has continually 
been driven by the aim of achieving peaceful coexistence 
with imperialism. In fact, to this day China has not chal- 
lenged any of the basic pillars of U.S. domination. It joined 
the WTO, supports the IMF and the UN and still trades and 
invests overwhelmingly in U.S. dollars. Crucially, China 
has done nothing to replace the U.S. as the world’s military 
enforcer. 


3) The Breakdown of U.S. Hegemony 


The contradiction at the heart of today’s world situation 
is that while U.S. hegemony created conditions for China 
and other countries of the Global South to grow substan- 
tially, this has in turn weakened the American position. The 
U.S. ruling class understands this and is increasingly under- 
mining the main pillars of its own liberal democratic world 
system. Donald Trump has been emblematic of this transi- 
tion, stating in 2015 to launch his first presidential bid: 

“Right now, think of this: We owe China $1.3 trillion. We owe 
Japan more than that. So they come in, they take our jobs, they 
take our money, and then they loan us back the money, and 
we pay them in interest, and then the dollar goes up so their 
deal’s even better. 

“How stupid are our leaders? How stupid are these politicians 
to allow this to happen? How stupid are they?” 


Symbolizing how the liberal order is becoming an obsta- 
cle to the U.S. itself, Washington threatens to sanction 
the International Criminal Court for investigating Israel, 
considers defunding the UN and sometimes even speaks 
out against NATO and the EU. The CPC for its part still 
believes that globalization is an immutable force of his- 
tory and that China can continue to develop within the 
rules established by the U.S. We now find ourselves in the 
bizarre situation in which China preaches free trade and 
international law while the U.S. and the EU advocate pro- 
tectionism and disregard their own international rules. 

Overall, the current period is very different from that lead- 
ing up to World War I, the classic period of interimperialist 
rivalries. At that time, the established empires of France, 
Britain and Russia were confronted with emerging imperi- 
alist powers (Germany, Japan and the U.S.) that were aggres- 
sively expanding their own colonial empires. In the early 
1900s, the imperialist system was fractured, and instability 
came from the expansionist appetites of new but already 
established empires. 

Since 1945, the imperialist system has been unified. 
Today, the highly integrated imperialist cartel dominated 
by the U.S. is increasingly breaking down due to the emer- 
gence of various regional powers. These are countries that 
have been besieged by the U.S. and its allies for the past 
decades but are now demanding that their regional and 
domestic interests be respected. Given that the stability of 
the world system depends on uncontested U.S. dominance, 
these relatively modest ambitions represent an existential 
threat and are what is behind the turbulence of the current 
epoch. 

Placing China’s development within the imperialist sys- 
tem of the post-Soviet period, it is clear that it has not in any 
way followed an expansionary imperialist course—at mini- 
mum, that would require breaking from the American eco- 
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nomic order. In fact, we see that despite China’s economic 
weight—far larger than that of the USSR—it has pursued a 
muted foreign policy overwhelmingly focused on maintain- 
ing the status quo. But even if we look at Russia, which has 
followed a much more confrontational strategy, we see that 
it has not been aggressively expanding but rather reacting to 
U.S. designs on its periphery and allies (Georgia, Ukraine, 
Syria). Russia has been challenging the U.S., but it is not 
vying for world leadership. The bottom line is that world 
politics is a zero-sum game. The emergence of a new impe- 
rialist bloc cannot happen without dealing a major defeat to 
or breaking up the imperialist alliance that has dominated 
the world since 1945. 


4) Peaceful Imperialism? 


The first mistake made by those who argue that China 
is imperialist is to posit that a new imperialist world power 
could emerge through entirely peaceful means. Whether 
we are speaking of the Roman Empire of antiquity or the 
modern imperialist system described by Lenin, imperialism 
requires military coercion. The fact that militarism is the 
product of economic relations does not in any way make it 
an optional characteristic. Exploitation can be imposed only 
through force. 

The decisive importance of military power has been some- 
what masked in the last three decades by the overwhelming 
military dominance of the U.S. Uncontested American power 
created conditions for a highly unified world economy which 
appears at first glance to function largely through peaceful 
means. Billionaires from Saudi Arabia, Germany or India 
can invest their money abroad without having to worry that 
their property will be seized or their loans cancelled. This 
is because the U.S. military has served as the enforcer for 
the entire modern imperialist system. In exchange for the 
service of guaranteeing private property rights to capitalists 
around the world, the U.S. extracts a disproportionate share 
of surplus value through the U.S. dollar and its control of the 
key centers and institutions of world finance capital. 

It is crucial to understand that to this day the stability of 
the world economy rests on the U.S. military. It has at least 
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U.S. fighter jets flying over burning Kuwaiti oil fields 
in 1991 Gulf War. 


750 bases in 80 countries. The U.S. and its allies control 
all the important maritime choke points: the Panama and 
Suez canals, the straits of Malacca, Gibraltar and Hormuz. 
China’s maritime might is growing, but the Pacific very 
much remains an American lake, just like the Atlantic and 
Indian Oceans and the Mediterranean. Since 1945, the U.S. 
military has intervened abroad in more than 200 conflicts. 
Taken individually, many of these interventions seem to 
make little economic or strategic sense. They must be seen 
as demonstrations of American power that serve to keep the 
peace over the international system as a whole. 

We have already seen how China’s economic develop- 
ment has taken place fully within the key institutions of the 
U.S. imperialist system. Even if China were capitalist, to 
become imperialist it would have to break with the Ameri- 
can system and ensure its global economic interests through 
its own military power and institutions. The quickest glance 
at the world situation makes clear that China has not taken 
any serious steps in this direction. It is in fact the only sig- 
nificant military power that has not intervened abroad in 
the last 40 years (UN peacekeepers don’t count). 


Selection of U.S. Bases Around the World (2021) 
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To this day, when China makes investments and loans 
abroad, it continues to rely first and foremost on the institu- 
tions of U.S. rule, not on its own military power. Without this 
essential attribute, China cannot be considered an imperialist 
power. To argue the contrary is to paint imperialism in pac- 
ifist colors. It would mean that countries around the world 
accept being superexploited on purely commercial grounds 
and that the world has already been redivided among the 
great powers in an entirely peaceful manner. 

What about countries like Germany and Japan? They also 
depend on the U.S. military. Does this mean they are not 
imperialist? No, it doesn’t. Germany and Japan both made 
attempts to challenge the U.S. for supremacy—with cata- 
strophic consequences—and since their defeat, they have 
been partners in the American system. They both occupy 
privileged places within the world economy as a function 
of their alliance with the U.S. This is different from China, 
which has always been an outsider despite the deep eco- 
nomic integration of the past decades. 


5) Which Countries Does China Oppress? 


There can obviously be no imperialism without the oppres- 
sion of foreign countries. This begs the question: Which 
countries does China oppress? There is no doubt that the 
political regime in China is oppressive to its own people. It 
is also clear that China oppresses national minorities within 
its own borders. But if this is all it takes to be imperialist, 
Iraq and Sri Lanka would fit the bill. Most countries oppress 
national minorities within their own borders and all coun- 
tries are ruled to the detriment of their people. That does not 
make them imperialist. 

“But what about the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI),” 
screeches the ISA & Co. “Isn’t it an exploitative imperial- 
ist project?” It is true that China has invested billions (of 
U.S. dollars) in countries in Africa 
and Asia, building infrastructure 
and saddling them with debt. There 
is also no doubt that China is not 
making such investments starting 
from the interests of workers. It has 
attacked union rights, corrupted offi- 
cials, disregarded local sentiment 
and supported all sorts of reaction- 
ary regimes. However, the question 
is not whether China’s actions are 
benevolent but whether projects such 
as the BRI have transformed China 
into an imperialist overlord. That is, 
does China use force to impose its 
will on countries where it has made 
substantial investments? 

Let’s look at Sri Lanka, the poster 
child for Chinese “debt-trap diplo- 
macy.” Sri Lanka was famously 
unable to pay interest on the Chi- 
nese loans it accrued for building a 
new port and leased it to China for 
99 years. But does China rule Sri 
Lanka? No. When in 2022 the coun- 
try was unable to pay its foreign 
creditors (in U.S. dollars), it was 
not China that swooped in to dictate 
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terms. As always it was the IMF, and the key negotiations 
with creditors were held in Washington, not Beijing. Even 
Western observers were forced to admit that Sri Lanka’s debt 
crisis was not due to Chinese loans. 

What about Pakistan? In 2017, the Revolutionary Com- 
munist International Tendency (RCIT) put out a statement 
proclaiming, “The China—Pakistan Economic Corridor Is 
a Project of Chinese Imperialism for the Colonialization 
of Pakistan!” The ISA for its part claims that Pakistan is 
part of China’s imperialist bloc against the U.S. (“‘China’s 
Rise’—An Outdated View,” chinaworker.info, 24 April). 
Anyone with the most basic knowledge of Pakistan knows 
this is utter nonsense. While China has close relations with 
Pakistan, the U.S. calls the shots. This was demonstrated 
with utmost clarity as recently as 2022, when the U.S. con- 
spired with the Pakistani military elite to have President 
Imran Khan removed from office and jailed. In response, 
China did nothing. 

Claims of “Chinese imperialism” are probably most gro- 
tesque when they concern Africa. The Western powers have 
oppressed Africa for centuries, keeping the continent in a 
state of destitution and conflict. It is French and American 
military bases that cover the continent, not Chinese out- 
posts (their sole foreign base is in Djibouti). It is France that 
holds half the foreign reserves and controls the currencies 
of more than a dozen African countries. And as everywhere 
else, debt crises occur over payments in dollars and euros, 
not renminbi. 

Once more, this is not to say that China plays a benevolent 
role in Africa. Far from it. The point is simply that China 
does not impose its will through coercion of any country 
in Africa. It is not China that devastated Libya, Somalia, 
Mali, Niger, Chad and so many others. In all these cases, 
the Western imperialists are responsible. 
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This brings us to the South and East China seas. Does 
China wish to transform the Pacific into a Chinese lake? 
We think not. But even if it did, this does not make it impe- 
rialist. It is necessary to be concrete: what is the situation as 
it currently stands? Since the defeat of Japan in the Second 
World War, the U.S. has been the master of the Pacific. You 
only need to look at a map to see that China is completely 
surrounded by American allies, most of whom welcome 
U.S. troops on their soil. The Philippines, South Korea, 
Indonesia, Tatwan—none of these countries is oppressed by 
China, all are dominated by the Americans. 

This was not a peaceful and gradual process. It was estab- 
lished in the firebombing of Tokyo, the holocausts of Hiro- 
shima and Nagasaki, the Korean War, the slaughter of Indo- 
nesian Communists and countless other crimes. Apologists 
for Western imperialism scream bloody murder at China’s 
military buildup in the region. But who has China invaded? 
One must only look objectively at the facts to see that cries 
of Chinese imperialism in the Pacific are nothing but crass 
capitulations to the status quo of U.S. rule. 

As for Taiwan, its case is quite unique. Historically it was 
a part of China. After the 1949 Revolution, it became a ref- 
uge for the Chinese capitalist class. Since then, Taiwan has 
been consciously built up by the Americans as a bridgehead 
for bringing China once more under imperialist domination. 
It is true that today most people on the island do not wish 
to be reunified with China. This is in large part because 
the CPC offers only repression and maintaining capitalism 
there. But this does not change the fact that the conflict 
over Taiwan is about the imperialist domination of Asia by 
the U.S. and Japan. It is this domination that explains the 
separation of Taiwan from the mainland. A war over Tai- 
wan would be a war to finish the 1949 Revolution, not a war 
of imperial conquest by China. 


6) Political Implications 


The hue and cry over Chinese and Russian imperial- 
ism serves only to mask the fact that it is the small group 
of powers under U.S. leadership that oppresses the entire 
planet. Neither China nor Russia oppresses nations beyond 
their immediate borders or periphery. They are, in fact, 
the ones who have been besieged for decades by Western 
imperialism. 

The starting point for revolutionary strategy and unifying 
the proletariat in East Asia or Eastern Europe must be the 
expulsion of U.S. imperialism from the region. Does this 
mean that it is necessary to support the CPC or the Krem- 
lin? Of course not. Their reactionary policies undermine the 
fight against imperialism at every turn. For example, the 
oppression of Ukrainians and Uyghurs by the Russian and 
Chinese governments impedes the unity of workers against 
the U.S. and its allies. Recognizing their national rights 
would strengthen the fight against the powers oppressing 
East Asia, Eastern Europe and the world. 

But wouldn’t a victory of Russia or China in a war against 
the U.S. mean that they will take its place at the head of 
the world imperialist system? It all depends on the concrete 
circumstance in which this victory is achieved. The task of 
communists is precisely to fight to ensure that the collapse of 
the U.S. order occurs on revolutionary internationalist terms 
favorable to the working class. To shape this struggle, it is 
necessary to actively participate at every stage. It would be 
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Protectionist protest in Brussels against Chinese 
steel, 2016. 


the worst crime to not fight for the defeat of the U.S., the 
power that oppresses the world today, out of fear that tomor- 
row another power may become the new oppressor. 

At bottom, denouncing “Chinese imperialism” is a thin 
fig leaf for refusing to oppose the domination of the U.S. and 
its allies. The strength of this position on the left reflects the 
reality that in Western-aligned countries it is impossible to 
be considered respectable by the trade-union bureaucracy 
or liberal circles while defending China against imperial- 
ism. While it may sound radical among some to make an 
equivalence between the U.S. and China, the facts are that 
the former has dominated the entire imperialist system since 
1945 while the latter does not dominate any part of the world 
outside its own borders. Of course, you cannot be a revolu- 
tionary while defending the policies of the CPC. But it is 
crude social-chauvinism to reject the fight against U.S. dom- 
ination by raising the bogeyman of “Chinese imperialism.” 


PART TWO: 
CHINA IS NOT CAPITALIST 


1) Marxism and the State 


In discussing whether the Chinese state is capitalist or 
remains a workers state, it is important to establish a basic 
methodological approach. As with imperialism, most of 
the left ends the question where it begins. For the “China 
is capitalist” camp, simply pointing to the number of bil- 
lonaires and multinational corporations resolves it. For the 
opposing view, state control of strategic industries and high 
economic growth are deemed enough to prove that China 
is not capitalist. Once again, the question cannot be under- 
stood by looking at individual snapshots but must be viewed 
in its concrete historical development. 

The proliferation of capitalists and the high level of nation- 
alized industries are both key to understanding China, but 
they do not on their own prove anything. As Trotsky pointed 
out in “The Class Nature of the Soviet State” (October 1933), 
the Bolsheviks did not nationalize industry in the first year 
of the Russian Revolution; it remained in private hands under 
workers control. In 1921, the Bolsheviks reintroduced market 


Patrick Piel/(Gamma Rapho 
Statue of Lenin toppled in Berlin after capitalist 
counterrevolution. 


relations in agriculture through the New Economic Policy, 
yet this did not mean a return to capitalism. Furthermore, the 
capitalist class can itself nationalize huge swaths of industry 
in response to certain crises (for example, Portugal in the 
1970s). These examples only go to show that property forms 
taken as an isolated factor are not sufficient to determine the 
class nature of a country. 

For Marxists, the crux of the question is the state itself, 
that is, the armed forces and the bureaucracy. Which class 
dictatorship do they defend? Despite the great possible vari- 
ations in the political forms a state can take (democratic, 
bonapartist, fascist, etc.), it always represents the rule of a 
distinct class. Summarizing Engels, Lenin explained: 

“The state is a product and a manifestation of the irrecon- 
cilability of class antagonisms. The state arises where, when 
and insofar as class antagonisms objectively cannot be recon- 
ciled. And, conversely, the existence of the state proves that 


the class antagonisms are irreconcilable.” 
—The State and Revolution (1917) 


Lenin insisted that “petty-bourgeois democrats” will never 
understand “that the state is an organ of the rule of a definite 
class which cannot be reconciled with its antipode (the class 
opposite to it).” And so it is to this day. Every mistake about 
the class nature of China and the future perspectives of the 
People’s Republic of China (PRC) is based on rejecting these 
basic concepts of the state outlined by Lenin. 

Revisionism on this question starts with the CPC itself. 
Mao’s own conception outlined in “On New Democracy” 
(1940) is the “joint dictatorship of all the revolutionary 
classes” of China—which was supposed to include the 
nationalist bourgeoisie. This proved to be a total illusion. 
When Mao’s People’s Liberation Army (PLA) defeated the 
nationalist forces of the Guomindang, there was no “joint 
dictatorship.” The bourgeoisie overwhelmingly fled to Tai- 
wan and those who did not were expropriated. The PRC—a 
dictatorship of the proletariat—could not be conciliated 
with its antipode, a clear confirmation of Marxist theory. 
However, this same illusion was behind Deng’s “reform and 
opening up” and is still upheld by the CPC. From Deng to 
Xi, “socialism with Chinese characteristics” is based on 
the myth that there is no fundamental conflict between 
the bourgeoisie and socialism. Such illusions are a mortal 
threat to the PRC. 
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In a different way, the various socialists claiming that 
China is capitalist make the same mistake. Instead of pos- 
iting that capitalism and socialism can cohabit as the CPC 
does, they argue that there was a gradual and seamless tran- 
sition from China being a workers state after 1949 to being 
a capitalist state in the 1990s. According to them, this tran- 
sition took place without a period of acute crisis in which 
the state structure of the PRC was broken up and replaced 
by a new one. In other words, they think that the same state 
apparatus, the same bureaucracy and same regime can 
defend the dictatorship of two antagonistic classes. This 
is just another way of erasing the irreconcilable class con- 
flict that the very existence of a state embodies. Answering 
exactly these arguments in relation to the Soviet Union of 
the 1930s, Trotsky explained: 

“The Marxist thesis relating to the catastrophic character of 
the transfer of power from the hands of one class into the 
hands of another applies not only to revolutionary periods, 
when history sweeps madly ahead, but also to the periods 
of counterrevolution, when society rolls backwards. He 
who asserts that the Soviet government has been gradually 
changed from proletarian to bourgeois is only, so to speak, 
running backwards the film of reformism.” 
—‘“The Class Nature of the Soviet State” 


To establish the class character of China, the key criterion 
is not the degree to which market relations or the planned 
economy prevail, although these are certainly important fac- 
tors. Rather, it is whether there has been a qualitative change 
in the nature and function of the state apparatus. Those who 
believe that China is capitalist must either argue that Trotsky 
was wrong, and it is indeed possible for a state to gradually 
change its class character, or they must explain when and 
how the counterrevolution in China took place. 


2) Counterrevolutions in Eastern Europe and 
the USSR 


A key difference between Trotsky’s theoretical argu- 
ment in the 1930s and today is that we have seen a series 
of clear historical examples of counterrevolutions. There is 
practically no controversy over the fact that capitalism was 


Spartacist graph; source: World Bank 


(o>) 
© 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

eae ee 


ro?) 
foe) 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 


olution 


De ee Ls 


V 


” 
ee 
1°) 
co) 
> 
Cc 
> 
oO 
Cc 
ty) 
— 
io) 
cd) 
o. 
x< 
c<) 
co) 
= 
= 


terre 


AUGUST 2024 


m ATOnWe aa 
June 1989: CPC crushed Tiananmen Square upris- 
ing, securing its hold on power. 


restored in the former workers states of Europe and in the 
USSR. The process was different in Poland, the DDR (East 
Germany), Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union itself, but every 
single one of these examples thoroughly confirms “the cat- 
astrophic character of the transfer of power from the hands 
of one class into the hands of another.” 

Without going into a detailed history of how counterrev- 
olution triumphed in every instance, it is possible to distin- 
guish several essential features common to all. In each case 
an acute political crisis led to the collapse of the Stalin- 
ist regime. Although in certain countries former Stalinists 
were able to maintain prominent or even leading positions 
under capitalism, in no case did the former Communist party 
remain in power. Moreover, in all cases the state structure 
was thoroughly reorganized. In Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, 
East Germany and the Soviet Union, the states broke up or 
liquidated. But even where this wasn’t the case, the state 
reorganized its armed forces and changed its name, consti- 
tution and legal system. 

There are no more Red Armies or People’s Armies in 
Europe. There are no more hammers and sickles on the 
national flags—leaving out Transnistria—nor are there 
Socialist and People’s Republics. Some may argue that such 
names and symbols are meaningless. But this is wrong. As 
a conquering army, capitalism brought its flags, its symbols, 
its values and language. These changes expressed the deci- 
sive rupture in state power. They represented capitalism’s 
decisive victory over Stalinism. 

Let’s look at the economic side of the question. Leading 
up to counterrevolution, many countries in the Eastern bloc 
had taken measures over the years to liberalize their econ- 
omies. However, the return to capitalism was not a gradual 
economic transition but came in the form of a catastrophic 
shock. The old economic models abruptly collapsed and a 
new model was introduced, generally under the dictates of 
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the IMF. The immediate consequences were deindustrial- 
ization, mass unemployment, inflation and recession. 

According to a 1998 World Bank study, “Income, Inequal- 
ity, and Poverty during the Transition from Planned to Mar- 
ket Economy,’ the total value of goods and services produced 
in the countries that transitioned to capitalism declined by at 
least a quarter in real terms. In most cases, state enterprises 
were liquidated in fire sales. Belarus is the exception that 
proves the rule. State enterprises were not liquidated, yet 
the economic shock was just as brutal, with GDP per capita 
contracting 34 percent. 

The social consequences of capitalist restoration were dra- 
matic. Life expectancy contracted in most countries. Russia 
experienced a rise in mortality beyond that of any industri- 
alized country’s peacetime experience. Yugoslavia broke up 
in civil war. Poverty exploded throughout the ex-Communist 
states. The World Bank study on these countries (exclud- 
ing those at war) stated: “While it was estimated that, in 
1989, the number of people living on less than $4 per day 
(at international prices) was 14 million (out of a population 
of approximately 360 million), it is now estimated that more 
than 140 million people live below the same poverty line.” 

The conclusions are clear: Everywhere counterrevolution 
was a brutal process. Whether it was at the political, economic 
or social level, the transition from a workers state to capitalism 
was abrupt and represented a clear rupture with the past. 


3) Reform and Opening Up in China 


How do the counterrevolutions in Eastern Europe and 
the Soviet Union compare to “reform and opening up” in 
China? By focusing only on isolated factors, such as the 
number of privatizations and the proliferation of market 
relations, it is possible to point to similarities. But if we step 
back and look at the big picture, it is quite clear that the two 
have nothing in common. 

On the political level, the differences are the most obvi- 
ous. China was not spared the political turmoil that shook 
the non-capitalist countries in Europe and Central Asia in 
the late 80s. However, the outcome of this turmoil was pre- 
cisely the opposite. The broad uprising of students and work- 
ers sparked by the Tiananmen protests of 1989 threw the 
CPC regime into a crisis. But unlike the Stalinist bureauc- 
racies in the DDR, Poland and the Soviet Union, the CPC 
did not collapse but crushed the movement in a bloody wave 
of repression. As a result, the CPC strengthened its hold 
on political power. The result of the Tiananmen events was 
political continuity, not rupture. 

Today, all key state institutions are fundamentally un- 
changed in their functioning and appearance. China is still 
ruled by a Communist Party. The armed forces remain the 
PLA which traces its continuity to Mao’s peasant army. 
The People’s Republic still stands, the highest state organ 
is still (formally) the National People’s Congress, and the 
most prestigious post remains that of general secretary of 
the Communist Party. No one disputes these facts—they 
are simply considered irrelevant by those who think China 
is capitalist. 

What about the economic and social spheres? Trotsky 
predicted that continued bureaucratic rule in the USSR 
resulting in the collapse of the proletarian dictatorship 
would lead to a “cessation of economic and cultural growth, 
to a terrible social crisis and to the downward plunge of 
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the entire society” (“The Class Nature of the Soviet State’). 
We have already seen how this is precisely what happened 
in Eastern Europe and in the Soviet Union. In China, how- 
ever, we see the total opposite. The 1990s saw the most 
astounding development of productive forces in history, an 
unrivaled reduction in poverty and a general improvement 
in socio-economic indicators. 

This is not to say that market liberalization in China was 
done according to the interest of the working class. In addi- 
tion to the horrid working conditions in the new capitalist 
enterprises and foreign ventures, huge layers of the work- 
ing class suffered terribly due to privatizations and market 
reforms. But taken as a whole, the Chinese economy sim- 
ply did not go through the same kind of destructive shock 
experienced in countries that had a counterrevolution. The 
process of reform had dramatic consequences, but it was 
done incrementally and in a way that maintained the overall 
structure of society. 

In fact, the entire point of “reform and opening up” was 
not to restore capitalism but to create the economic condi- 
tions for the CPC to avoid the fate of other Stalinist regimes. 
It is worth quoting Deng Xiaoping during his 1992 Southern 
tour, which many consider to be the turning point for capi- 
talist restoration, to see how the bureaucracy itself presented 
this transformation: 


“As for building special economic zones, some people dis- 
agreed with the idea right from the start, wondering whether 
it would not mean introducing capitalism. The achievements 
in the construction of Shenzhen have given these people a 
definite answer: special economic zones are socialist, not 
capitalist. In the case of Shenzhen, the publicly owned sector 
is the mainstay of the economy, while the foreign-invested 
sector accounts for only a quarter.... There is no reason to be 
afraid of them. So long as we keep level-headed, there is no 
cause for alarm. We have our advantages: we have the large 
and medium-sized state-owned enterprises and the rural 
enterprises. More important, political power is in our hands.” 
—‘“Excerpts from Talks Given in Wuchang, Shenzhen, 
Zhuhai and Shanghai” (18 January-21 February 1992) 


The point is not the degree to which Deng was being 
truthful about his commitment to socialism. Rather, these 
words are significant because they show a clear desire for 
continuity. These are not the words of a Boris Yeltsin set on 
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building a new social regime, but of a right-wing Stalinist 
reformer (such as Bukharin or Gorbachev). 

But what about inequalities in China? Didn’t they explode 
just as in Russia and other ex-workers states? The inequalities 
are indeed monstrous, and this shows the reactionary nature 
of CPC policies. However, we must only look at the millions 
who starved under Mao to see that this is hardly new. Once 
again, it is important to look deeper than simple statistics. 

In Russia, inequalities exploded and billionaires emerged 
in the context of general social decline. In China, this proc- 
ess happened in the context of general social progress. In 
the first case, we have a rotting society being pillaged by 
foreign capital and oligarchs. In the other, we have capi- 
talists and bureaucrats taking a disproportionate share in 
a rapidly developing society. In both cases, the Gini coef- 
ficient rises, but this occurs through fundamentally differ- 
ent social processes—counterrevolution on one side, on the 
other high growth based on fusing foreign capital with eco- 
nomic state control. 


4) Running Backwards the Film of Reformism 


Confronted with the obvious fact that the Chinese state 
and regime have remained essentially intact, the various 
proponents of China being capitalist must either ignore this 
question or explain it away theoretically. Let’s look at two 
examples that at least attempt to solve the problem. 


Militant Tradition 


The Militant tendency was known for arguing that social- 
ism can be achieved with a parliamentary majority of social- 
ists peacefully seizing control of the capitalist state. It is not 
a coincidence that its various descendants are among the 
most vocal proponents of the view that China is capitalist. 

In the lead-up to the collapse of Stalinism in Eastern 
Europe, the Committee for a Workers’ International (CWI), 
basing itself on the theories of Ted Grant, extended its refor- 
mist program to deformed workers states. A 1992 document 
by the CWI’s International Executive Committee held that 
this period saw the emergence of “peculiar hybrid states, in 
which counter-revolutionary governments moving to estab- 
lish capitalism, rested on the economic foundations inherited 
from the workers’ state” and that “under such conditions it 
is not always possible to apply a fixed social category: capi- 
talist state or workers’ state” (“The Collapse of Stalinism’). 
Gone is Lenin’s “irreconcilability of class antagonisms” and 
in comes the porous “hybrid states.” 

The concrete result of this revisionist theory was that the 
CWI took an active part on the barricades Yeltsin erected 
to bring down the USSR. In denying that a counterrevo- 
lution was necessary, they ended up participating in one. 
After all, if Russia was no longer a workers state before 
1991, then there was nothing to defend. The catastrophic 
consequence of the Soviet Union’s destruction clearly shows 
the utter bankruptcy of this view and the historical betrayal 
it represented. 

Instead of learning from this failure, the CWI and its 
descendants have extended the same methodology to China 
today. In the pamphlet Js China Capitalist? (May 2000), the 
ISA’s Laurence Coates uses the notion of a “hybrid state” to 
argue that China gradually transitioned toward capitalism: 


“China was a hybrid from the late 1980s until 1991-92. The 
transformation from one system to another had not been com- 
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pleted—this was a period in which two paths or perspectives 
were possible. This is no longer the case. The main factor 
was international events—the collapse of the Soviet Union 
and quickening pace of globalisation, although the crushing 
of the movement in Tiananmen Square and the effect this had 
on consciousness, was a decisive turning point.” 


As we have already seen, the outcome of Tiananmen was 
political continuity, not rupture. As for the international 
context, it is of the utmost importance. But the nature of 
a state does not change because of something that hap- 
pened in another country. The fate of the Russian Civil War 
was determined in large part by international events, but 
the nature of the state had changed when the Bolsheviks 
seized power. It is precisely such decisive turning points 
that are erased by Coates. Instead of the state being proof 
of irreconcilable class interests, we find a sliding scale of 
state forms that could pass gradually from one stage to 
another with the entire regime and state structure remaining 
intact and without a decisive clash of class interests. This 
is simply Militant’s old parliamentary reformism applied to 
China. 


RCIT 


Coming from a different political tradition, the RCIT at 
least gives some consideration to the question of political 
power. According to them, a capitalist counterrevolution 
takes place “when a Stalinist bureaucratic workers’ gov- 
ernment is replaced by or transforms itself into a bourgeois 
restorationist government” that is “firmly resolved, both in 
words and deeds, to reestablish a capitalist mode of produc- 
tion” (Cuba’s Revolution Sold Out?, 2013). 

We have already seen how neither Xi nor Deng ever 
“firmly resolved” to reestablish capitalism. But more import- 
ant is the RCIT claim that a “Stalinist bureaucratic workers’ 
government” can transform itself into a “bourgeois resto- 
rationist government.” How is this possible? For the RCIT, it 
is because they believe that the instruments of state repres- 
sion in deformed workers states are in effect already bour- 
geois. They argue: 

“While Trotsky did not formulate it explicitly, it is clear from 
his writings that he expected the working class revolution 
against the Stalinist bureaucracy to be much more violent 
than a possible capitalist restoration overthrowing the pro- 
letarian property relations. The reason is that the ‘bourgeois- 


bureaucratic’ state machine (i.e., police, standing army, 
bureaucracy) is not a proletarian instrument, but one of the 
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Moscow, 19 August 1991: 
Boris Yeltsin leads 
pro-capitalist coup 

that signaled victory 

of counterrevolution. 
CWl’s revisionist theory 
led them to join these 
barricades. 


petty-bourgeois Stalinist bureaucracy which is much closer to 
the bourgeoisie than the working class.” [our emphasis] 
While it is correct that the Stalinist bureaucracy has a 
petty-bourgeois character, it is absolutely wrong to say that 
the state machine it commands is “not a proletarian instru- 
ment.” This revisionist view amounts to rejecting the very 
definition of a workers state. In The State and Revolution, 
Lenin explained: 


“Like all great revolutionary thinkers, Engels tries to draw 
the attention of the class-conscious workers to what prevail- 
ing philistinism regards as least worthy of attention, as the 
most habitual thing, hallowed by prejudices that are not only 
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deep-rooted but, one might say, petrified. A standing army 
and police are the chief instruments of state power.’ [our 
emphasis] 

The “chief instruments of state power” of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat in China are a “standing army and police,” 
just as for every other class dictatorship—slavocracy, feu- 
dal or capitalist. In a workers state that is bureaucratically 
deformed, these “bodies of armed men” are wielded against 
the political interests of the working class by the bureauc- 
racy, but they remain organs of a workers state. 

In China, the PLA has been used to suppress left-wing 
dissent since the time of the Civil War—a fact graphically 
shown in 1989. However, the PLA destroyed the Chinese 
capitalist state and established the dictatorship of the pro- 
letariat. Did the PLA remain a petty-bourgeois organ? Was 
the PRC a petty-bourgeois state? No, since 1949 the PLA 
has been the key organ of proletarian power against inter- 
nal and external counterrevolution. It is because of the PLA 
that the Chinese bourgeoisie in Taiwan has never been able 
to cross over to the mainland. 

As Trotsky explained, the relationship between the 
bureaucracy and the state in a deformed workers state is 
analogous to that between pro-capitalist bureaucrats and a 
trade union. Even though the former can use the union appa- 
ratus to repress rank-and-file discontent and is “closer to the 
bourgeoisie than the working class,” the union itself remains 
a working-class institution whose very existence is a ram- 
part against the bosses. For a trade-union bureaucrat to fully 
become an uncontradicted representative of the capitalists, 
he must break with the union. In the same way, a Stalinist 
government cannot become a “capitalist government” with- 
out breaking the link with the state organs of the revolution. 

It is precisely this link that was broken in the USSR in 
1991. Yeltsin destroyed the workers state and in so doing 
destroyed the source of the bureaucracy’s power—and the 
bureaucracy itself as a ruling caste. In China, the bureauc- 
racy has consciously avoided this road and maintained 
itself as a unified grouping by keeping firm control over the 
organs of state repression. The whole point of the RCIT’s 
“theory” of the state is to erase the qualitative distinction 
between the two examples. According to them, you can 
seamlessly pass from one class dictatorship to another— 
with the Stalinist bureaucracy remaining intact—because 
the police and the army were always at best organs of the 
petty bourgeoisie. This is a rejection not only of Trotskyism 
but also of basic Leninism on the question of the state. 


———— = 
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Propaganda poster shows PLA guarding China against 
Taiwan capitalists invading on U.S. boats. 
Right: Chinese soldiers swearing loyalty to CPC. 
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Following the logic of their theory, the RCIT not only 
declares that China and Vietnam are capitalist but even the 
likes of Cuba and North Korea! By erasing the need for 
counterrevolution, they discover capitalism everywhere, 
even in countries whose economies and regimes are obvi- 
ously based on typical Stalinist models. 


5) Who Rules China? 


No doubt the reassertion of basic Marxist principles on 
the state will not convince our critics. They will answer that 
such theoretical points are contradicted by facts. After all, 
China has 814 billionaires and many of the biggest capital- 
ist companies in the world, and even its state-owned enter- 
prises (SOEs) operate according to market principles. 

These are certainly important facts, but to be properly 
interpreted they must be placed within a correct under- 
standing of the historical laws guiding China’s develop- 
ment. Humans have mastered the science of flight; this 
does not invalidate the laws of gravity. In fact, it is only by 
understanding such laws that it is possible to explain how 
a plane can lift off. China is a deformed workers state that 
has capitalists. This is a highly contradictory development, 
but it does not invalidate the Marxist theory of the state. 
Rather, it is only with Marxist theory that we can properly 
make sense of empirical evidence and answer the question 
of who really rules China. 

We have already seen the value of theories positing the 
gradual change of China’s class character. But most who 
think that China is capitalist focus less on the theoretical 
problem and more on an impressionistic interpretation of 
empirical facts. For example, in a recent polemic against two 
defenders of CPC socialism, the RCI asserts: 


“It is very clear that the state does not ‘dominate’ the econ- 
omy, although it does play a more influential role than in the 
economies of its western competitors. But the point here is 
that, even if the banks are ‘primarily accountable to the gov- 
ernment rather than private shareholders’, both the banks and 
the government are powerless before the dictates of market 
necessity. The markets do not ‘serve socialism’.” 
—Daniel Morley, ““‘Is the East Still Red?’ Answering 
Those That Deny China Is Capitalist” (7 June) 


To support this position, the RCI points to the fact that the 
economic measures taken by the CPC following the 2008 
Great Financial Crisis (GFC) fostered long-term imbalances 
in the Chinese economy. This is true, but while it shows that 
the CPC’s policies are misguided, it does not prove that the 
CPC is ruled by the market and has, in the RCI’s words, 
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“lost control of the economy and of its own state owned 
enterprises.” In fact, 2008 proves quite the opposite. In The 
Party (2012), Richard McGregor explains: 
“The Party’s power was on display in late 2008 and early 
2009.... The central bank, the bank regulator and even the 
banks themselves, all counselled caution in formulating a 
response to the crisis. All three had battled hard to build 
a credible commercial banking system over the previous 
decade. The Politburo, however, staring into the abyss of a 
sharp slowdown, issued an edict from on high for the money 
pumps to be opened. Once done, the banks had no choice but 
to race out of the blocks.... Just 15 per cent [of loans] went 
to household consumers and private businesses, compared to 
a peak of one-third in 2007. Most went to state companies.” 
The author goes on to explain that the banks in China 
behaved in a completely different way from those in the 
West, where, despite governments effectively controlling 


banks in this period, they had no means to force them to 
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Evergrande development facing demolition, January 
2022. CPC response to housing bubble bankrupted 
real estate giant. 
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lend money. Fundamentally, the GFC showed that the two 
social regimes responded differently. In the capitalist West, 
where the market dominates, the state stepped in to save the 
financial system from ruin and ensure profitability and sta- 
bility. In China, where the CPC controls the economy, the 
state intervened to ensure the stability of the regime. In the 
process, it acted contrary to the principles of profitability 
that banks had spent a decade to establish. 

The RCI does not address this. They observe the exis- 
tence of a speculative bubble following 2008 and conclude 
that China is capitalist and the CPC has “lost control.” But 
again, let’s look at the question more closely. How has the 
CPC reacted to this speculative bubble? In 2020, it intro- 
duced the “three red lines” regulation, which was specifi- 
cally aimed at bursting the housing bubble. This led to the 
real estate giant Evergrande going bankrupt and the entire 
sector entering a depression. The economic and social con- 
sequences of the CPC’s actions were devastating, not least 
for the Chinese citizens who will never get the apartments 
they paid for. The example shows the CPC zigzagging from 
one extreme to another in the typical Stalinist manner. But 
it certainly does not show that the CPC is powerless before 
the market. 

Once more, these actions show the difference between 
the CPC and the U.S. government. In the first instance, the 
state burst the speculative bubble itself to avoid a sharp cri- 
sis that could lead to political instability. In the U.S. case, 
the government did everything it could to keep the housing 
bubble going for as long as possible, and today it is doing 
the same thing with the stock market. These are all facts. 
But without understanding that each state acts according to 
fundamentally different laws, it is not possible to correctly 
interpret them. 

Part of the difficulty in understanding China’s economy is 
that the CPC worked hard over decades to give it the outward 
appearance of a market economy in order to attract foreign 
investment and discipline its own workforce. It partially pri- 
vatized SOEs, gave them “independent” boards of directors, 
let private capitalists grow multibillion-dollar corporations 
and so on. But behind this liberalization, the CPC kept an 
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iron grip on both public and private companies. In light 
of this, it is misleading to focus solely on whether a com- 
pany is formally private or public. The bottom line is that 
they must all conform to the CPC’s political requirements. 
This political control is ensured by institutions such as the 
Central Organization Department (COD), which directly 
appoints practically every significant position in the country. 
McGregor makes the following comparison: 
“A similar department in the US would oversee the appoint- 
ment of the entire US cabinet, state governors and their 
deputies, the mayors of major cities, the heads of all federal 
regulatory agencies, the chief executives of GE, ExxonMobil, 
Wal-Mart and about fifty of the remaining largest US com- 
panies, the justices on the Supreme Court, the editors of the 
New York Times, the Wall Street Journal and the Washington 
Post, the bosses of the TV networks and cable stations, the 
presidents of Yale and Harvard and other big universities, and 
the heads of think-tanks like the Brookings Institution and the 
Heritage Foundation.” 


Control by the CPC is not dictated by the profit motive. In 
fact, it directly clashes with its most basic rules. For exam- 
ple, in 2004 the COD decided without warning to reshuffle 
executives at China’s three largest telecom companies, which 
were in competition with each other and were supposed to 
follow the rules of Western stock markets. Rotating top exec- 
utives among rival companies contravenes the most basic 
laws of capitalist competition. It’s as if the U.S. government 
decided to put Zuckerberg in charge of Tesla and Musk in 
charge of Meta. The CPC did such a maneuver in order to 
rein in price wars and assert its authority. In what capitalist 
country does this sort of thing happen? Is this really the 
market dictating terms to the state? 

Despite all the statistics that can be produced to show the 
prevalence of capitalist relations in China, the basic fact is 
that the capitalist class does not hold state power. The CPC 
calls the shots. The huge growth of capitalist relations in 
China is a product of the CPC having worked in alliance 
with capitalists over the past decades. This does not, how- 
ever, mean that the CPC’s interests are the same as those of 
the capitalist class or that its policies are guided primarily 
by capitalist interests. Quite the contrary. The Communist 
Party bureaucracy continues to occupy an intermediary posi- 
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tion, navigating between the pressures of capital (foreign 
and domestic) and the working class. As such, it must wield 
the state apparatus against both these poles to maintain its 
position. 


6) Bonapartism 


The standard argument is that whatever coercion the CPC 
exerts on capitalists in China, this is not different from that 
of any other bonapartist regime. In 2017, Crown Prince 
Mohammed bin Salman (MBS) of Saudi Arabia seques- 
tered hundreds of Saudi capitalists (mostly relatives) and 
extorted billions from them. In 2003, Russian president 
Putin arranged for his rival Mikhail Khodorkovsky, then 
Russia’s richest man, to be imprisoned in Siberia for fraud 
and embezzlement. How are these cases different from the 
CPC regularly disappearing capitalists, or some of the exam- 
ples given above? To understand how they differ, it 1s nec- 
essary to look specifically at each regime and its relation to 
the domestic capitalist class. 

Saudi Arabia is an absolute monarchy, which since the 
Second World War has depended on its military alliance 
with the U.S. to maintain itself as a bastion of reaction in 
the Middle East. In Saudi Arabia, the royal family is basi- 
cally also the capitalist class. The famous 2017 incident was 
a dynastic feud worthy of the Middle Ages transposed to 
the modern world. The purpose of MBS’s extorting his own 
family was principally to assert his dynastic claim, a “nor- 
mal” function derived from the feudal nature of the Saudi 
capitalist class. In Russia, Putin rose to power in the context 
of anarchic and violent feuds between gangster oligarchs. 
The bonapartist character of his government reflected the 
need for an arbiter who could rein in the tensions in post- 
counterrevolution Russia. It is in this context that he had to 
assert his authority over certain individual oligarchs who 
stepped out of line. 

In both those cases, bonapartist measures of repression 
served to uphold the stability of the capitalist regimes. In 
China, the bonapartist character of the regime is very differ- 
ent. After 1949, the CPC’s power was built on bureaucratic 
control over a workers state which crushed the capitalist 
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After Ant Group owner Jack Ma criticized the CPC, 
the party restructured his company, reducing Ma’s 
share to 6 percent. 


class. Opposed to a revolutionary internationalist program, it 
found itself constantly squeezed between the backward char- 
acter of the economy, economic and political demands from 
the working class and peasantry and hostile pressure from 
world imperialism. With Stalinism collapsing all around 
in the ’90s, the CPC opted to lean more forcefully toward 
where the wind was blowing, with the capitalists. The global 
and domestic contexts changed, but not the regime itself. 
The bonapartist nature of the CPC is still fundamentally 
derived from the same class forces. Unlike in Saudi Arabia 
and Russia, the capitalist class in China is not the base of the 
regime but a rival. This is true even though many capitalists 
are in the CPC or related to top bureaucrats. Class antag- 
onisms cannot be overcome through marriage and titles, a 
lesson learned the hard way by the French aristocracy. 
Despite the bonapartist character of their regimes, neither 
MBS, Putin nor Xi can transcend the social interests on 
which their power rests: dynastic for the Saudi monarchy, 
oligarchic for Putin and bureaucratic for Xi. In the case of 
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the first two, the power of the ruling strata rests on the cap- 
italist class. To attack the capitalists’ fundamental interests 
would be contrary to the very nature of the regime. This is 
not the case with the CPC. Under sufficient external and 
internal pressure, it could expropriate the capitalist class. 
Of course, this would create huge turmoil, and that is not 
what the CPC wants. But let’s not forget that it has done it 
before, and that before 1949 Mao did not want to liquidate 
the capitalists either. 

The different class basis of these three regimes can be 
further seen by looking at the behavior of capitalists toward 
them. Despite the tyranny of MBS, millionaires and billion- 
aires flock to Saudi Arabia like moths to a flame. In Russia, 
the outbreak of the war in Ukraine and Western sanctions 
led to the departure of a significant number of wealthy 
individuals. However, as a whole the oligarchs have rallied 
around the regime. Since 2022, billionaires have repatriated 
at least 50 billion dollars in foreign assets to Russia. This is 
because the regime is a dependable pillar of support in the 
face of Western hostility. 

In China, we see the exact opposite. Capitalists fear the 
regime more than the West, where they emigrate in droves 
when given the chance. Every year, China tops the list of 
countries that capitalists leave, even though the regime 
strictly limits such emigration. According to the Henley & 
Partners consultancy, the number of high-net-worth individ- 
uals leaving China has increased every year since the end of 
the pandemic, hitting a record 15,200 so far in 2024. In Mao 
and Markets (2022), Christopher Marquis and Kunyuan Qiao 
claim that “more than a quarter of China’s entrepreneurs have 
left the country since they became rich, and reports suggest 
that almost half of those remaining are thinking about doing 
so.” Why would this be the case if the CPC were fundamen- 
tally committed to defending the interests of the capitalists 
in China? Why do capitalists in other dictatorships not fear 
their government in such a way? 


7) Property Rights 
The ultimate argument used by the “Trotskyists” who con- 
sider China capitalist is that the bureaucracy has transformed 


Constitution of the People’s Republic of China 


The People’s Republic of China is a socialist state governed by 
a people’s democratic dictatorship that is led by the working 
class and based on an alliance of workers and peasants. 


The socialist system is the fundamental system of the People’s 
Republic of China. Leadership by the Communist Party 

of China is the defining feature of socialism with Chinese 
characteristics. It is prohibited for any organization or individual 
to damage the socialist system. 
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itself into a capitalist class. Pulling quotes from The Revo- 

lution Betrayed (1936), they triumphantly point to Trotsky’s 

statement that: 
“Privileges have only half their worth, if they cannot be trans- 
mitted to one’s children. But the right of testament is insep- 
arable from the right of property. It is not enough to be the 
director of a trust; it is necessary to be a stockholder. The 
victory of the bureaucracy in this decisive sphere would mean 
its conversion into a new possessing class.” 


Since CPC officials and their relatives own stocks, our crit- 
ics conclude that the bureaucracy has transformed itself into 
a capitalist class. While this may appear true on a superfi- 
cial level, the actual significance of these property rights is 
not that straightforward. 

The amended PRC constitution states that “citizens’ 
lawful private property is inviolable” and that “the state 
shall protect the right of citizens to own and inherit private 
property in accordance with the provisions of law.” This, 
however, does not close the matter. In a 1 January 1936 let- 
ter, Trotsky spoke of the importance of distinguishing “the 
real from the supposed forms of property, 1.e., from juridi- 
cal fictions.” Despite formal respect for private property, as 
with everything else in China, the question becomes murkier 
upon further inspection. 

For starters, the constitution also states that “the state 
shall safeguard the unity and sanctity of the socialist legal 
system.” How this is compatible with the defense of private 
property we shall leave to the Stalinist scholars. But equally 
eyebrow-raising for any self-respecting capitalist are state- 
ments such as “socialist public property is sacred and invio- 
lable” as well as the impossibility for private individuals to 
own any land in either the city or the countryside. If this is 
capitalism, it is certainly a very unusual capitalism. 

But let’s follow Trotsky’s admonition and go beyond for- 
mal legal texts. A basic criterion of private property rights 
is the ability to dispose freely of the property one possesses. 
That is the whole point of the property being private. The 
question is, do capitalists in China control their assets? 
Yes...but only if they use them in a way that corresponds to 
the wishes of the CPC. 

Individual capitalists own shares of companies, including 
state-owned companies, but they do not have ultimate con- 
trol of their businesses. We have already seen how the CPC 
effectively oversees the appointment of top CEOs. But party 
control goes further. There are countless examples of the 
CPC stepping in either directly or indirectly to make clear 
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Mass construction 
of new hospitals 
during COVID 
pandemic. The CPC 
could mobilize vast 
resources quickly 

in response to the 
crisis because the 
capitalists don’t 
control the economy. 
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that property which is private on paper is not really that pri- 
vate. For example, China copied the West by rewarding top 
CEOs of SOEs with stock options. But when these CEOs 
decided to sell these shares, they were made to understand 
that they were not supposed to do that. They owned the 
company in the same way you can own a little piece of the 
rain forest—you can hang your certificate on the wall, and 
that’s as far as it goes. 

The most famous example is, of course, the CPC halting 
the public offering of Ant Group after its owner Jack Ma 
criticized the party. Ant’s parent company lost billions and 
Ma disappeared from public view for years. Following the 
scandal, the conglomerate went through a “restructuring” 
that saw Ma’s control go from 53.46 percent to just 6.2 per- 
cent. Surely his lawyers forgot to insist that private property 
is inviolable in China. 

Such sudden changes in property relations are not unique 
to this case. In 2004, the executives of Haier attempted to 
increase their ownership of the company. After this created 
a scandal, the government without prior notice decided 
that Haier was not private anymore but state-owned. It was 
nationalized in a snap and then, after years of controversy, 
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Vincent Thian/AP 
The left overwhelmingly supported pro-imperialist 
“democracy” movement in Hong Kong in 2019-20. 
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Shipyard workers in 
Jiangsu province. 
Economic growth 

has created a 
powerful proletariat. 
Winning workers 

to the fight for 
political revolution 
is decisive for 
China’s future. 


was just as suddenly changed back to a private company. 

The “flexible” nature of Chinese private property is seen 
most clearly in times of crisis. During the Covid pandemic, 
the CPC was able to marshal resources in a manner and on 
a scale far beyond that of any capitalist country. The pan- 
demic hit everywhere, and governments reacted in all kinds 
of ways. But capitalist countries, no matter how harsh their 
measures, were restricted by the private nature of property. 
They could only orient the production of goods and services 
in very limited ways. In contrast, China could mobilize all 
of society to achieve the aims decided by the government. 
This was not possible per se because China has an author- 
itarlan government—all governments were authoritarian 
during the pandemic—but because it could disregard pri- 
vate capitalist interests and function according to a plan. 

Without doubt, the current situation in China is not like 
that of the Soviet Union. There definitely is a capitalist class 
that owns private property. However, the reality of this pri- 
vate ownership is highly contradictory. The capitalists as a 
class have yet to fully secure their claims. They do not have 
full economic or political control because the armed forces 
of the country are not loyal to them but to the CPC bureauc- 
racy. For the capitalist class to establish its dictatorship in 
China, this reality must be changed—the power of the CPC 
must be broken. 


8) Counterrevolution or Political Revolution? 


What would a counterrevolution look like in China? The 
examples of the USSR and Yugoslavia give us a sense. Civil 
war would be a distinct possibility. Overall, capitalists would 
have unbridled control of the economy. State enterprises 
would be privatized to a much fuller extent. The govern- 
ment would lose control of the banking sector. Capital flows 
would be liberalized, making the Chinese market much 
more dependent on imperialist finance. Millions would no 
doubt lose their jobs in restructuring plans. This time, it 
would not be amid a rapidly developing economy but in the 
context of social disintegration. It is also highly possible that 
China and Taiwan would reunify on a reactionary capitalist 
basis—the strategic goal of the Guomindang. There is no 


basis to think that any of these developments would lead to 
improved democratic rights or civil liberties. 

The international impact of a counterrevolution in China 
would be equally disastrous. As with the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, the PRC’s demise would shore up the position 
of the U.S. and its allies, allowing them once again to throw 
their might around the world in an unrestrained manner. 
Furthermore, the massive destruction of productive forces 
that would occur in a capitalist restoration would depress 
living standards across the planet. 

By denying that there is anything whatsoever to defend in 
China today, the so-called Marxists who claim that China 
is capitalist actively work toward these disastrous outcomes. 
In so doing, they pursue the path of betrayal followed by 
most of the left in the 1980s and ’90s. From Poland to the 
DDR to the USSR, the left cheered on counterrevolution. 
Today, they have learned nothing and do the same toward 
China, supporting explicitly pro-imperialist movements 
such as the Hong Kong democracy protests. Instead of 
breaking Chinese dissidents from liberal democratic illu- 
sions and training them to be communist revolutionaries, 
these groups reinforce the counterrevolutionary currents in 
Chinese society. 

Luckily, the fate of the PRC is not yet sealed. The deciding 
factor will be the actions of the Chinese working class, the 
most powerful in the world. But to defeat counterrevolution, 
it must become conscious of its political tasks. In the first 
instance, this means understanding that the gains of the 
1949 Revolution can only be secured by the revolutionary 
overthrow of the CPC. This will be a political revolution. 
Unlike a revolution in a capitalist country, the state appara- 
tus does not need to be fully broken but rather purged from 
top to bottom and brought under the political control of the 
working class. 

Given the degree of degeneration of the PRC and the 
widespread influence of capitalism, a political revolution 
would be a radical and convulsive transformation. A central 
task will be expropriating capitalist industry. The capitalists 
will no doubt resist. However, they will be hampered by the 
fact that the state is not under their control. 
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Bullet train in Tibet. 


What the Tiananmen events showed is that under the 
impulse of the proletariat, the state apparatus itself started 
to waver, with whole battalions of the PLA, including top 
commanders, refusing orders. In the face of strong social 
conflict, the Stalinist bureaucracy is suspended in midair 
and starts to disintegrate. The various outbreaks of political 
revolutions, whether in China, the DDR or Hungary, all show 
that a working-class uprising in a deformed workers state 
has a real possibility of bringing over to its side the bulk of 
the state apparatus. This outcome in China would render the 
expropriation of capitalists a simple administrative affair. 
Such a fracture of the state is impossible in any capitalist 
country and is a key distinguishing factor between a political 
and a social revolution. 


CONCLUSION 


We have shown how China is neither capitalist nor impe- 
rialist. That said, whichever way one looks at the question, 
it is obvious that we are looking at a highly unique phenom- 
enon. Combining state control and capitalism, China has 
been able to develop at a speed and on a scale unequaled 
in human history. Bourgeois ideologues interpret this as 
a triumph for the U.S. world system of free-trade capital- 
ism. Supporters of the CPC interpret this as the triumph of 
“socialism with Chinese characteristics.” As for “Marxists” 
who think that China is a capitalist-imperialist country, the 
PRC’s incredible accomplishments can be downplayed or 
denied, but they cannot be explained. 

To analyze China as Marxists, it is necessary to start 
from the very unusual conditions following WWII and the 
end of the Cold War. Lenin and Trotsky did not face a sit- 
uation in which the main imperialists were united due to 
the overwhelming domination of one power. Even less were 
they in a world where there was just one superpower. It is 
not enough to quote Lenin and Trotsky; it is necessary to 
extend their analysis and program to such unique realities. 
At bottom, it is the originality of the post-Soviet world that 
explains the originality of the current world situation and 
China’s development. 

China’s massive development is not the triumph of either 
imperialism or Stalinism but the product of specific and 
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unique conditions. The crushing of the Tiananmen move- 
ment in 1989 for a time closed the door to both political 
revolution and counterrevolution. Therefore, China emerged 
from the early ’90s intact as a workers state facing a rela- 
tively benign international context. 

On the surface, the CPC appears to have come out on top 
through its deal with the devil. But high growth and coex- 
istence with capitalism were possible only because external 
pressures on the regime were at an ebb. As the international 
context changes and the U.S. confronts China, growth is 
stagnating and internal tensions are increasing. Despite the 
CPC’s best efforts to erase class struggle, the inexorable 
conflict between workers and capitalists will erupt once 
more in the forefront of the political scene. Then we shall 
see just how deeply Chinese Stalinism has rotted out the 
workers state. 

Whether or not the PRC can be saved from counterrev- 
olution will be decided by the political leadership standing 
at the head of the working class. If pro-capitalist forces are 
allowed to take the lead, the PRC is doomed. If Stalinism, 
whatever its form, is conciliated, the PRC is also doomed. 
The only road to victory is that of the Fourth International: 
ruthlessly opposing imperialism, defending the social gains 
of the revolution, overthrowing the Stalinist bureaucracy 
and forging an international working-class alliance for 
socialist revolution. Just as China’s unique development was 
the product of the international class struggle, so too will 
its future destiny depend on uniting with the workers of the 
world. This is the task at hand. ™ 


First issue of journal of the Third International. 
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Tough Times Ahead... 


(continued from page 2) 


exploiting the weakened position of the U.S. imperialists, 
socialists of all stripes have liquidated into reactionary coa- 
litions with liberal and “progressive” politicians, like the 
New Popular Front in France and the Congress-led coalition 
in India. Or else they are pursuing a sectarian course, sepa- 
rating themselves from the mass of workers. In both cases, 
the workers movement ends up tied to the forces of the sta- 
tus quo, paralyzed and discredited in the eyes of millions. 

As a result, the one political force that has made some 
real gains is the far right, which is on the rise globally. 
Growing layers of workers see right-wing demagogues as 
the only ones opposing the unbearable status quo. And 
growing sections of the ruling class are putting their fate 
into their hands, as the decades-long liberal consensus is 
proving incapable of solving the crisis shaking the world. 

The worsening political situation for the working class 
occurs on the eve of major shocks. First, there is the global 
economy. While it has seen a relative stabilization in the last 
year, it remains extremely unstable, relying on speculative 
frenzy. It is reasonable to expect an economic slowdown or 
even a crash in the near future. With societies already rife 
with conflict and polarization, this will necessarily bring 
about deep political turmoil. Second, Ukraine is being ground 
down on the battlefield. A Russian victory, either militarily 
or through a deal with the U.S., appears to be the most likely 
outcome—as Trump has not hidden his preference for a deal 
to end the war. This would have a major impact on the entire 
political and military order in Europe and beyond. 

Third, there is China. Its growth model, built on the 
foundations of post-Soviet stability, is hitting a wall, with 
the country under increased military and economic pres- 
sure from the U.S. and experiencing growing internal ten- 
sions. Increasingly squeezed between imperialism and the 
gigantic Chinese proletariat, the Communist Party ruling 
clique will react to turmoil in the chaotic and brutal manner 
typical of Stalinist bureaucracies. This will pose even more 
starkly the two avenues open for China: capitalist resto- 
ration or the coming to political power of the working class, 


Ukrainian soldier takes cover at the front, March 2023. 
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2024 has seen ominous rise of right-wing reaction. 


regenerating the People’s Republic. To guide the working 
class in the coming conflicts, it is crucial to have a correct 
materialist understanding, which is the subject of our in- 
depth article on page 76, “The Class Nature of China.” 

Whether it is an economic depression, the outcomes of the 
wars in Ukraine and the Middle East or the shifting ground 
in East Asia, these developments are bound to provoke new 
economic and geopolitical shocks. But given the position of 
the working class worldwide and its absence as a contend- 
ing force, these events risk benefiting, in the first instance, 
the political right and further accelerating the reorganiza- 
tion of the U.S.-led world order away from liberal values 
and institutions and onto a more reactionary arrangement at 
the expense of workers and the oppressed. In turn, that will 
further squeeze defenders of the liberal status quo—onto 
whom most of the left still clings—resulting in the usual 
panic and hysteria. 

The struggle of the working class and its entry onto the 
scene is the one element that can change this dynamic in a 
progressive direction. The burning necessity for socialists is 
to fight at every stage for this outcome. Absent this, we are 
heading for a period of increased reaction and attacks on the 
left and workers movement—hence the title 
of this editorial. Undoubtedly, the coming 
shocks will open new possibilities of strug- 
gle and even social explosions with revolu- 
tionary potential—a glimpse of which can 
be seen in Nigeria, Kenya and Bangladesh. 
But it is completely delusional to believe, as 
some on the left do, that the general trends 
favor the revolutionary movement and that 
bold offensives are on the order of the day. 

Rather, the task of revolutionaries in the 
immediate period is to prepare defensive 
struggles against growing reaction, do the 
patient work of implantation into the work- 
ing class and carry out political struggles 
with other left organizations, which will 
most likely see crises in their ranks. Cru- 
cially, the coming period must be used to 
advance the fight against the working-class 
leaders who have led the proletariat into 
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this situation, as well as against their “left” hangers-on who 
have shielded them throughout. Resolute struggle must be 
waged against those who, under the blows of reaction, will 
seek to further tie the workers movement to the liberal petty 
bourgeoisie and repeat the betrayals that have led us here. 

These aims can be advanced only on the basis of a cor- 
rect understanding of the world situation. In many ways, 
the content of this issue of Spartacist is our contribution to 
these coming struggles. 


Opportunities Betrayed 


While the world has been in incessant turmoil for years, it 
would be wrong for Marxists to be blinded by the “perma- 
crisis” and fail to see the ebbs and flows of our times—when 
working-class struggles are ripe for the offensive and when 
to retreat and take a defensive stance. For example, the eco- 
nomic and social shocks provoked by the pandemic, the end 
of lockdowns and the outbreak of the war in Ukraine in 2022 
and extending into 2023 led to an uptick of class and social 
struggles, providing important opportunities for the working 
class to go on the offensive and turn the tide in its favor. 
Major strike movements shook France, Britain, the U.S. and 
many other countries, while social explosions rocked Iran 
and Sri Lanka. 

The strikes in France, Britain and the U.S. are still hailed by 
many leftists as a great example (“the working class is back” 
is the saying), conveniently omitting that this wave of struggle 
was sabotaged and betrayed by its own leaders. Because the 
workers movement is led by yesterday’s men, who all support 
the imperialist system, they refused to mount a serious offen- 
sive against the ruling class when the time was ripe. Rather, 
in Britain and France strikes were stifled and contained until 
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they ran out of steam and headed to 
defeat and demoralization. In the U.S., 
the trade-union bureaucrats derailed the 
struggles of major unions (Teamsters, 
ILWU, UAW) by accepting pay settle- 
ments that were literally bribes, delivered 
under pressure from the White House to 
pacify the labor movement and prevent 
it from breaking onto the political scene 
as an independent force. In fall 2023, the 
powerful labor movement in Quebec was 
probably the best positioned in the West to 
wage an offensive, only to see its bureau- 
cratic apparatus steamroll the half-million 
union members then in contract negotia- 
tions and sell out the struggle. 

In these various ways, prime oppor- 
tunities to change the balance of class 
forces were sabotaged, weakening the 
position of the working class as a whole. 
In all these cases, the task of revolution- 
aries consisted in forming oppositional 
groupings inside the trade unions to push for a broad offen- 
sive based on a strategy completely counterposed to all wings 
of the union bureaucracy. Instead, the bulk of the far left 
supported left-talking trade-union bureaucrats and politi- 
cians, hailing the struggles while limiting their criticisms to 
tactics (when to strike, for how long, etc.). As a result, these 
defeats further accelerated the political turn to the right. All 
the countries mentioned above saw the rise of poisonous anti- 
immigrant polarizations following the defeat of the strikes. 

In Iran, the murder of Mahsa Amini sparked a power- 
ful movement of protest. While it faced tremendous repres- 
sion at the hands of the brutal clerical regime, politically 
the movement failed to win over broader layers of the 
population in part because it became associated with pro- 
imperialist and monarchist forces. The regime was able to 
appeal to the masses’ deep-seated anti-imperialist senti- 
ment to maintain its hold and neutralize popular support 
for the revolt. In turn, this solidified the opposition behind 
pro-imperialist politics. Now, many Iranian leftists refuse 
to take up the cause of Palestine precisely because they are 
pursuing a treacherous alliance with Western imperialism. 

The example of Iran shows the broader problem of left- 
ists in the so-called “Third World” who are constantly 
caught between supporting nationalists of various stripes in 
the name of “anti-imperialism” or blocking with liberals, 
NGOs and other pro-imperialist forces. In both cases, so- 
called revolutionaries end up liquidating into forces hostile 
to the interests of the working masses and find themselves 
irrelevant and discredited. This goes to show that the only 
progressive way forward in Iran, or the Global South more 
broadly, is through revolutionary opposition to imperialism 
and also to the nationalists—be they left-wing or conserva- 
tive—due to their inability to combat imperialism and their 
inherent tendency to conciliate it. 


Pezzali/AP 
Postal workers rally during strike wave, London, December 2022. Union 
tops wasted chance to turn balance of forces in workers’ favor. 


Palestinian Liberation Struggle at an Impasse 


Israel’s genocidal war following Hamas’s 7 October Oper- 
ation Al-Aqsa Flood has been the focus of most protest move- 
ments in the last several months. But the struggle is at an 
impasse. Despite months of mass protests in the Arab world, 
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the West and beyond, the movement 
has remained impotent, unable to 
stop Israel in its tracks or end the 
support it receives from Western 
powers. Yet most of the left world- 
wide claims that the struggle is on 
an upswing, with some even chant- 
ing that “Palestine is almost free”’! 
This delusional assessment serves to 
avoid confronting the political prob- 
lems of the movement, which, as the 
main article of this issue details, go 
back a century (see page 36). 

The Palestinian cause is one of 
national liberation. From this stand- 
point, it is obvious that Palestine 
has never been further away from 
liberation. Gaza has been leveled, a 
new Nakba is unfolding and Zionist 
terror in the West Bank has reached 
new heights. Many point to the fact 
that Israel’s international reputation is suffering or that the 
Palestinian cause has now gathered more attention globally. 
This is true but secondary. Far more relevant is the fact that 
the aim of the Zionist movement—that is, the displacement 
and extermination of the Palestinians from the river to the 
sea—is moving forward at a much quicker pace than before. 
The destruction of Gaza and the deep national unity behind 
the war in Israel shows that Hamas’s strategy—provoking a 
strong Israeli response to then count on the intervention of 
the UN, the “international community” and the treacherous 
Arab regimes—has brought disaster for the Palestinians. 

In the West, the movement has been hampered by liberal 
ideas and ties to the very ruling classes and parties that sup- 
port the genocide. In Britain, the mass demonstrations are 
led by trade-union bureaucrats and politicians who support 
the pro-Israel Labour Party. In the U.S., “left”? Democratic 
Party politicians are at the helm, together with the Demo- 
cratic Socialists of America, who support and campaign for 
the Democratic Party of genocide. In Germany, despite the 
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Istanbul, October 2023: Turkish president Erdogan at pro-Palestine rally 
organized by governing AK party. 


courage of activists who face a near-total Zionist consensus, 
the movement remains tied to the Left Party and the SPD- 
led government, which support Israel to the hilt. As a result, 
in all these countries the workers movement has not entered 
the fray, and calls for labor action to stop arms shipments 
to Israel—something that could actually turn the situation 
around—have largely remained a dead letter. 

In the Global South, dynamics play differently, but not 
fundamentally. In the Middle East, the pro-Palestinian move- 
ment is often led by the regimes themselves—as in Tiir- 
kiye, Iran, Egypt—which mouth words for the Palestinians 
while at the same time seeking to balance relations with 
U.S. imperialism as well as maintain internal political sta- 
bility. Often, the only forces standing in frontal opposition 
to the regimes are Islamists or liberal outfits, whose strat- 
egies cannot free Palestine and whose programs divide the 
working class. 

Whether in the Global South or the Western world, the 
movement’s aims, demands and methods (e.g., pleas to the 


Retracting ICL’s Slander of the BT 


In a 13 January 2024 statement distributed at the ICL 
debate with the League for the Fourth International (LFI) 
in New York, the Bolshevik Tendency (BT) challenged us 
to retract slanders leveled by our tendency against their 
organization, pointing to these examples: 

“The whole tone of the BT recalls nothing so much as 
the insinuating style associated with the FBI’s infamous 
COINTELPRO.” 
—Workers Vanguard No. 428, 15 May 1987 
“As for the BT’s own political positions, besides hatred 
of the Soviet Union, these highly dubious provocateurs 
appear to dislike American blacks, are solicitous of Zion- 
ism and praise the [indiscriminate] mass killings of Amer- 
icans. Of the state agencies in the world, only the Mossad, 
the Israeli secret police, has similar appetites.” 
—Trotskyism: What It Isn’t and What It Is! 
(February 1990) 

In fact, as early as the 1987 article cited above, which 

was titled “Garbage Doesn’t Walk By Itself—What Makes 


BT Run?’”, we insinuated that the “sinister” BT was 
backed by capitalist state agencies while offering not 
a shred of proof to back this up. The ICL retracts that 
slander and all others of the same ilk. This destructive 
practice served to silence criticism, harden organizational 
divisions on the left and damage both the BT and our 
own membership. 

The ICL’s mudslinging reflected political disorientation 
and an inability in certain instances to answer the BT’s 
criticisms. In contrast, our recent approach has been to 
engage the BT and the International Bolshevik Tendency 
in clarifying programmatic debate. We believe that we 
have shown that they, like the LFI, are stuck in sterility 
and dogmatism, with no answers as to what constitutes the 
tasks for revolutionaries today. Slander is poison to such 
necessary debate and discussion, and is contrary to the 
tradition on which our organization was built. 
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UN, camping on campus, regime-sponsored 
demonstrations) are all constrained by an 
alliance with a wing of the ruling class. 
This guarantees impotence and will pro- 
duce demoralization and further separate the 
workers movement from the Palestinian cause, 
enabling right-wing forces to lead a backlash 
against the movement and further crack down 
on it. We are already witnessing this. 

Given all of this, it is criminal for revolution- 
aries to simply cheer on the movement. Rather, 
we must fight for a fundamentally different 
course of action against the liberal and nation- 
alist dead ends. There is a reason we titled our 
article “Marxists & Palestine: 100 Years of 
Failure.” As long as the socialist movement 
continues painting the struggle in rosy colors 
and refuses to confront its political impasse, 
the fight to free Palestine 1s condemned to 
repeat the same mistakes. Nationalists end up 
conciliating U.S. imperialism and the Zionist state and are 
then overtaken by more radical Islamists, whose actions rein- 
force the Zionist fortress, with liberal campaigners abroad 
cheering on whoever leads the movement. 


Election Results and the Working Class 


This year is seeing a high number of elections. While 
certainly not the driving force for change, their results indi- 
cate societal trends and give a picture of current polariza- 
tions. It is in this field that the far right’s gains are most 
obvious, with victories in Italy, the Netherlands and Argen- 
tina and important gains in Germany, Austria, France and 
many more countries. South Africa will see a coalition of 
the ANC with the Democratic Alliance, an openly pro- 
imperialist and white-dominated party. 

The eyes of all right-wing think tanks are turned to 
Argentina, where Javier Milei won the presidency last year 
with an openly pro-U.S. agenda of attacks on all gains of the 
working class and on state-owned industries. As our articles 
on pages 15, 19 and 21 detail, Milei is moving forward with 
his reactionary plan and facing leaders of the labor move- 
ment who refuse to mount any serious struggle. Those labor 
leaders are tied to the hated clique of Peronistas who laid 
waste to the country for decades and whose rule paved the 
way for Milei. Meanwhile, the sizable Argentinian Trotsky- 
ist movement pursues a sectarian and sterile course, refusing 
to confront the labor leaders while in denial that the working 
class is heading toward a historic defeat unless it fundamen- 
tally changes strategy. 

Across the globe, many on the left have celebrated the 
electoral results in India and France. Modi’s re-election 
came with a much-reduced majority, forcing him into a 
coalition—something many leftists and liberals see as a 
great victory for Indian “democracy” and the Congress-led 
popular-front alliance. As the article on page 3 lays out, the 
reason for Modi’s reduced vote lies in the limits and fail- 
ures of the BJP’s growth model and is in no way the doing 
of the impotent Congress-led alliance, which extends from 
the Communist parties to Hindu chauvinists. The so-called 
liberal wing of the Indian bourgeoisie, onto which the left 
clings, has no answer whatsoever to the problems of Indian 
development, which are rooted in dependence on foreign 
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Right-wing populist AfD rallies in Erfurt, Germany, April 2023. 


capital and capitalist property. It can only foster the very 
right-wing forces it claims to obstruct. 

The same triumphalist noise emanates from France, and 
the same problem is posed. The New Popular Front, which 
came in first in the legislative elections, is a grand coali- 
tion stretching from the far left to some of the most reac- 
tionary representatives of French imperialism, who enacted 
brutal anti-working-class attacks when they were in power. 
Its openly pro-imperialist program is an incoherent project 
whose sole purpose is to keep this unstable bloc together. 
As the article on page 31 lays out, our French comrades 
stood alone in opposing this reactionary coalition, with the 
far left openly joining it (PCF, NPA-A, etc.) or capitulating 
to it in the second round of the elections (LO, NPA-R and 
RP). While liberals and leftists celebrate, what we are see- 
ing is another tragic edition of the “republican front’”—the 
succession of class-collaborationist arrangements made in 
the name of “blocking the far right,’ whose only achieve- 
ments have been to attack the working class and...fuel the 
far right. 

From India to France and Argentina, the electoral out- 
comes highlight the fact that the workers movement is con- 
stantly shackled to a wing of the ruling class responsible for 
the immiseration that, in turn, fuels the forces of reaction. As 
the threat of far-right reaction grows, so does the pressure for 
unity with elements of the bourgeoisie. Many “revolution- 
aries” offer themselves up as the glue for such unholy alli- 
ances rather than standing on their own two feet, denouncing 
this entire reactionary business and pursuing an independent 
course to fight for what the working class actually needs. 

However, some countries do not correspond to the trend 
we’ ve outlined, Mexico being the prime example. The recent 
election there resulted in a resounding victory of the left- 
populist Morena party for a second term, defeating the right 
wing by far. But this exception is due not to the action of the 
leaders of the workers movement, who are liquidated into 
Morena’s bourgeois populism, but to Mexico’s particular 
position in the current world order. As imperialists shift their 
capital away from China, Mexico has become a beacon for 
foreign investment, surpassing China as the biggest exporter 
of goods to the U.S. last year. This has enabled the govern- 
ment to strengthen its position vis-a-vis the U.S., which tol- 
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erates a left-populist administration (for now). But it has also 
led to the growth of the Mexican proletariat, which works in 
large and modern factories and holds a growing proportion 
of the U.S. economy in its hands. Some other countries have 
seen a similar process, notably in Southeast Asia. 

It is this tremendous force, which has yet to flex its mus- 
cles, that holds the key to progress and has the potential to 
shift the world in a progressive direction. Indeed, as this 
issue of Spartacist was being produced, the powerful miners 
of Lazaro Cardenas in Michoacan, Mexico, were engaged 
in a militant strike against the imperialist conglomerate 
ArcelorMittal, only to then be stabbed in the back by their 
union leaders, behind whom stands the Morena government. 
The miners have given the world a taste of their power, but 
they have also learned and shown that the question of lead- 
ership will determine all others. This is posed concretely in 
Mexico by the need to break the straitjacket of populism, 
which holds back the struggle against the country’s enslave- 
ment to foreign capital. 


A Year of Work, the Left and the Tasks Ahead 


We pointed out above that many Marxists view today’s 
movements in bright colors and predict revolutionary upheav- 
als in the immediate future. The newly formed Revolutionary 
Communist International probably best embodies this trend, 
interpreting the growing turmoil and its recent recruitment 
among layers of students and the petty bourgeoisie as proof 
that the world’s masses are turning to communism. For sure, 
they will accuse us of being pessimists. 

It is not pessimistic to state the fact that the working class 
is facing tough times ahead. Being a revolutionary requires 
optimism. But revolutionary optimism does not mean ped- 
dling illusions and false hopes, as the rest of the left does. 
The only basis for optimism is revolutionary realism, rooted 
in a materialist understanding of social and political con- 
ditions. As Marxists, we assess the overall course of the 
class struggle based on whether the proletariat’s position 
is strengthened against the bourgeoisie. Our revolutionary 
optimism comes from our understanding of the laws of 
class struggle and confidence in the working class as the 
decisive force for world-historical progress. This is a much 
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ICL fought to stop the sellout, extend the strike. 
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Striking miners in Lazaro Cardenas, Mexico, vote to reinforce their 
picket lines, 19 July. Hours later, union bureaucrats ended the strike. 
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stronger foundation than optimism inflated by impression- 
ism and fatuousness. 

While the change in the world situation has led certain 
far-left organizations to look at the world with a deluded 
sense of optimism, others literally embody the crisis of the 
left. Here we find groups like the CWI, ISA, IST and others 
who tied their fate to the now-defunct movements around 
Syriza, Jeremy Corbyn and Bernie Sanders. They stand dis- 
oriented and demoralized, hoping to resuscitate the bygone 
“magic” of the mid 2010s. Finally, there are the myriad 
sectarian groups that cling to rigid dogmas and formulas 
entirely divorced from the realities of the class struggle, 
rendering them irrelevant to current political developments. 

Whether it is the impressionistic, the demoralized or the 
irrelevant, what all these trends reject is precisely what our 
own organization reasserted in its recent major reorienta- 
tion: that the task of Marxists is to put forward a revolu- 
tionary strategy to advance the struggles of workers and the 
oppressed against their bureaucratic, liberal and nationalist 
leaderships. At bottom, our central difference with all other 
left organizations boils down to the question of revolution- 
ary leadership. 

For the last year, the sections of our international have 
sought to intervene in the various struggles of their soci- 
eties to cohere revolutionary poles, not by spewing revolu- 
tionary verbiage but by putting forward courses of action 
that advance the fight, against the sabotage of their current 
leaders. We intervened into the British, French and Amer- 
ican strike waves by putting forward a road to victory and 
confronting the bureaucracies on fundamental questions of 
strategy. We have intervened into the pro-Palestinian strug- 
gle, whether by seeking to organize student strikes in the 
U.S., engaging in united-front defense actions in Germany 
or building contingents calling to break the U.S. connec- 
tion in Australia—in each case seeking to promote a split 
against the pro-imperialist forces shackling the movement. 

Our Greek comrades heavily intervened in student strug- 
gles earlier this year, confronting head-on the sabotage by 
the Stalinist KKE tops, seeking to orient the struggle against 
the EU and linking it to the working class. We have also 
sought to increase our interventions in the Global South, 
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Clockwise from top: Spartacist-backed committee 
of Hamburg harbor workers in union march in 
June; New York City May Day contingent; ICL in 
televised discussion promoting Lenin Centenary 
Conference in Abuja, Nigeria, in January. 


where we have only a small presence, with trips to Argen- 
tina, Brazil, the Philippines, Nigeria and more. 

Of central importance have been our interventions in 
the industrial proletariat. Notably, our German comrades 
have worked with a militant committee of Hamburg dock 
workers set up to fight the privatization of the port and the 
top union bureaucracy’s criminal support to this attack. 
Our comrades are becoming known there as “those who 
don’t give up.” In the U.S., our sustained intervention in 
the UAW strike got a real hearing for Workers Vanguard, 
with hundreds of subscriptions sold to auto workers. On the 
West Coast, we have supported the campaign against tier 
segregation led by Emily Turnbull, ILWU Local 10 execu- 
tive board member, in the longshore union. Other efforts to 
build class-struggle poles against the union bureaucracies 
are underway in key industries. 

One of our biggest efforts over the last year has been to 
struggle inside the socialist movement to reorient it funda- 
mentally. We have sought united-front actions with other 
groups wherever possible and debated other organizations 
to clarify political differences over key questions for the 
Marxist movement. The article on China in this issue is a 
result of such efforts. The article “Marxist Principles and 
Electoral Tactics Revisited” (page 22) is in the same vein. 
Apart from correcting our previous sectarian approach to 
elections, it provides a broader explanation of the use Marx- 
ists can make of elections and the application of tactics in 
a revolutionary manner. Flowing from discussion on this 
question, we have been able to carry out intense and fruitful 
interventions into electoral campaigns in Britain, France, 
South Africa and the ongoing contest in the U.S. 

Central to all this have been our efforts to understand 
the world and the societies in which we work and deepen 
the ICL’s political reorientation. Last October, our South 
African section launched the first issue of its new paper, 
AmaBolsheviki Amnyama, with a lengthy document on the 
lessons of the anti-apartheid struggle (see “For National 
Liberation and Black Proletarian Power!”). Our Australian 
section recently fused with the Bolshevik-Leninist group 
based on key interventions in the labor movement and 
high-level documents addressing fundamental questions of 
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Australian politics, which are published in its new paper, 
Red Battler. Our Italian comrades produced a substantial 
article detailing how the workers movement’s ties to the 
Euro-Atlanticist order, which go back to the end of WWII, 
are paralyzing its struggles today, not least against Meloni. 
These breakthroughs followed national conferences held in 
the last few years in the U.S., Mexico and Britain, where we 
sought to firmly ground our national sections in the burning 
questions of their societies. 

Active intervention in various movements to give them 
a revolutionary direction; pursuing united-front actions 
with other organizations in the workers movement; patient 
implantation into the working class to build poles of struggle 
against the trade-union bureaucracy; and, crucially, debate 
and struggle inside the left to achieve clarity about what 
is going on in the world and what constitutes the tasks of 
revolutionaries. This is the work we have pursued, and this 
is what’s posed for every serious revolutionary in the period 
ahead. Of course, we are a small organization, and we know 
that this work is of modest proportions. However, it is not 
modest in its aims. 

Tough times are coming. Reaction is lifting its head in the 
fractured liberal post-Soviet world. Left groups that are with- 
out a compass and demoralized will be shattered. Those that 
are blind to the dynamics of the period and believe the chal- 
lenge ahead can be overcome by screaming for communism 
will learn the hard way that the communist movement cannot 
grow independently of the general working-class movement. 

We do not pretend to have all the answers. But we do 
believe we have unlocked key problems plaguing the left 
today. We hope that this Spartacist, together with the previ- 
ous issue, can help those serious about fighting for revolution 
to prepare themselves for the times ahead and for the inevi- 
table conflagrations to come. ™ 
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China Daily 


Beijing parade celebrates 70th anniversary of founding of People’s Republic of China. 


What is China? From the ruling classes to the far left, 
this seemingly simple question divides opinion. For Amer- 
ican capitalist Ray Dalio, the regime is one of state capital- 
ism, where “capitalism and the development of the capital 
markets could, in a few years, be more embraced in China 
than they are in the U.S.” Directly refuting such views, we 
find Xi Jinping, general secretary of the Communist Party 
of China (CPC): 

“Some have called our road ‘Social Capitalism,’ others ‘State 
Capitalism, and yet others “Technocratic Capitalism.’ These 
are all completely wrong. We respond that socialism with 
Chinese characteristics is socialism, by which we mean that 


despite reform we adhere to the socialist road—our road, our 
theory, our system.” 


—‘“‘Regarding the Construction of Socialism with 
Chinese Characteristics” (5 January 2013) 

Both views reflect distinct interests: Dalio those of the 
foreign capitalist investor, Xi those of the CPC regime. But 
what of the workers movement? How is one to understand 
the nature of China starting from the interests of the inter- 
national working class? 


This is one of the most important and divisive questions 
for the left today. There are some who turn a blind eye to 
the crimes of the CPC and consider China a socialist model 
to emulate. But this remains a minority view in the inter- 
national Marxist movement. Most organizations claim that 
China is a capitalist and/or imperialist power. Among the 
parties claiming to be Trotskyist, International Socialist 
Alternative (ISA), the Revolutionary Communist Interna- 
tional (RCI—formerly IMT), the Trotskyist Fraction and 
many more hold this view. The same is true of old-school 
Stalinists like the Greek KKE and most 
Maoists outside of China, for example, the 
MLPD in Germany and the Sisonites in 
the Philippines. 

It is against this trend that this article will 
focus. We will show that far from offering 
a viable political alternative to the CPC, 
those who argue that China is capitalist and 
imperialist simply conciliate the U.S. and its 

continued on page 52 
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